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PREFACE  TO  THE  SECOND  EDITION 

The  historical  development  of  the  general'  principles  of 
rate  regulation  receive  such  attention  throughout  the 
course  of  this  book  from  the  very  beginning  that  there 
would  seem  to  be  no  reason  for  undertaking  any  summary 
of  them  in  this  place.  But  in  preface  to  a  Second  Edition 
one  cannot  fail  to  remark  the  extraordinary  growth  in 
the  subject  he  is  treating  in  the  few  years  which  have 
passed  since  the  First  Edition  was  written.  The  occasion 
for  the  writing  of  this  book  originally  was  the  belief  that 
by  the  passing  of  the  Hepburn  Act  of  1906  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Ck)mmis8ion  was  to  have  a  power  in  shapmg 
the  destinies  of  the  commerce  of  the  country  beyond  any- 
thing which  would  have  been  possible  under  the  Act  to 
R^ulate  Commerce  of  1887.  In  writing  the  First  Edition 
we  had  only  the  rulings  of  the  original  Commission  to  guide 
us  and  the  few  decisions  of  the  Courts,  mostly  to  the  effect 
that  the  Act  did  not  justify  what  was  ordered.  In  this 
Second  Edition  we  have  the  many  volumes  of  the  Commis- 
sion making  orders  as  to  future  conduct,  which  are  supported 
in  most  instances  by  the  decisions  of  the  Courts.  This 
Second  Edition,  covering  the  past  eight  years  of  the  activi- 
ties of  the  Commission,  has  several  hundred  per  cent  more 
opinions  as  the  basis  for  its  text  than  the  First  Edition, 
covering  the  first  twenty  years. 

The  story  of  the  rise  of  the  Commission  by  successive 
amendments  to  the  Act  is  told  so  fully  in  the  early  chap- 
ters of  this  Edition  that  it  need  not  be  anticipated  here. 
To  one  who  has  had  anything  to  do  with  directing  in  con- 
sultation as  counsel  the  policies  to  be  pursued  in  answering 
complaints  filed  before  the  Commission,  the  necessity 
seems  apparent  of  being  conversant  with  the  dates  of  the 
additions  to  the  powers  of  the  Commission  in  order  to  be 
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able  to  know  what  rulings  of  a  former  time  are  no  longer 
of  current  authority  under  the  Act  as  it  now  reads.  And 
it  may  be  pointed  out  that,  in  addition  to  the  progress 
in  the  extension  of  the  jiu'isdiction  of  the  CJommission 
by  changes  in  the  Act  by  Congress,  there  may  be  seen,  by 
one  who  is  accustomed  to  look  for  development  in  the  law 
by  the  course  of  the  decisions  of  those  administering  it,  a 
continual  revelation  of  the  expansion  of  the  scope  of  the 
obligations  to  the  public  of  the  carriers  conducting  trans- 
portation subject  to  the  Act.  And  from  all  this  one  can 
attempt  with  some  confidence  to  prophesy  as  to  the  like- 
lihood of  further  advance  in  the  authority  of  the  Com- 
mission, as  a  lawyer  in  practice  must  inevitably  be  able 
to  do  with  respect  to  every  new  case  brought  to  his  atten- 
tion. 

In  the  First  Edition  of  this  book  fully  a  third  of  the  text 
was  devoted  to  an  exposition  of  the  fundamental  obligations 
of  public  employment  in  general  and  common  carriers  in 
particular.  At  that  time  there  was  no  general  discussion  of 
public  employment  and  its  necessary  incidents  in  any  book ; 
but  even  in  the  few  years  which  have  intervened  the  general 
principles  of  the  peculiar  law  of  public  calling  have  become 
weU  understood.  In  1911  in  writing  his  general  treatise  on 
Public  Service  Companies,  the  present  author  made  use  of 
this  material,  note  being  made  in  the  preface  that  this 
matter  would  be  omitted  from  the  Second  Edition  of  the 
Railroad  Rate  Regulation  when  the  time  came.  While  in 
the  nature  of  things  there  is  thus  a  certain  amount  of  gen- 
eralization concerning  rates  which  the  author  has  come  to 
regard  as  fundamental  in  much  the  same  language  in  both 
of  these  works,  this  is  the  only  matter  which  the  Second 
Edition  of  this  book,  now  devoted  exclusively  to  Railroad 
Rate  Regulation,  has  in  common  with  the  current  edition 
of  the  Public  Service  Companies,  in  which  the  charging 
of  proper  rates  is  treated  along  with  the  many  other  ob- 
ligations of  public  employment.  It  may  also  be  remarked 
that  the  Public  Service  Companies  is  based  entirely  on 
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the  cases  decided  in  the  Courts  with  hardly  a  reference  to 
the  rulings  of  the  Commissions,  while  the  Railroad  Rate 
R^ulation  in  its  present  form  is  based  ahnost  entirely  upon 
the  decisions  of  the  Commission  under  the  Act,  only  those 
decisions  of  the  Courts  upon  appeal  therefrom  being  in- 
cluded, unless  some  point  requires  particular  discussion. 

It  may  be  noted  further  in  explaining  the  structure 
of  this  Second  Edition  that  in  the  First  Edition  there 
was  after  Book  I  on  the  general  law  of  common  car- 
riers, Book  II  with  a  general  discussion  of  Rates  and  Dis- 
crimination from  the  court  decisions,  and  finally  Book  III, 
having  a  particular  commentary  on  the  Act  itself  based 
upon  the  ruUngs  of  the  Commission  then  in  existence. 
This  involved  not  necessarily  a  duplication  of  the  dis- 
cussion, but  a  separation  of  parts  naturaUy  complemen- 
tary. The  basis  upon  which  this  new  Edition  is  worked 
out  is,  therefore,  the  consolidation  of  these  separated 
chapters  and  the  rewriting  of  them  in  the  light  of  the 
mass  of  cases  decided  since.  Thus  the  subjects  of  Rates 
and  Discnminations  are  brought  together  under  a  single 
analysis  of  the  several  elements  of  the  problems  therein 
involved,  and  it  is  all  remoulded  in  accordance  with  the 
lines  indicated  by  the  progress  of  the  administration  of 
the  law  since  the  original  chapters  were  written.  It  should 
be  said,  however,  that  certain  chapters  stand  without  struc- 
tural change  as  the  foundation  of  the  present  treatment; 
this  is  especially  noteworthy  in  the  case  of  the  chapters  on 
Classification  of  Goods,  Discrimination  between  LocaUties, 
Schedules  of  Rates,  and  Investigations  of  the  Commission. 
In  each  of  these  chapters  fully  four  times  as  many  cases  are 
cited  in  the  footnotes  as  in  the  original  chapters ;  and  these 
long  chapters,  so  fundamental  in  any  book  deahng  with  the 
principles  governing  Railroad  Rate  Regulation  deal  with 
matters  to  which  only  a  few  pages  are  devoted  in  the  general 
treatment  of  Public  Service  Companies. 

Moreover,  there  are  many  topics  peculiar  to  the  subject 
of  the  regulation  of  rates  by  the  Conmiission  under  the  Act, 
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necessarily  disposed  of  far  too  briefly  in  the  First  Edition, 
which  can  now  receive  the  fullest  possible  consideration. 
Thus  two  considerable  chapters  in  the  first  book  of  this 
Second  Edition  are  devoted  to  treating  of  the  scope  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Government  over  the  regulation 
of  charges  for  interstate  transportation  and  the  extent  of  the 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission over  common  carriage  and  other  transportation 
services.  When  the  First  Edition  was  written  in  1906  the 
Commission  had  just  been  given  power  to  fix  rates  for  the 
future,  and  the  power  to  suspend  advances  in  rates  was  not 
granted  until  1910;  likewise  its  power  to  order  joint  rates, 
not  granted  until  1906,  was  not  perfected  until  1910.  All 
of  the  treatment  upon  the  Functions  of  the  Commission  in 
establishing  Rates  and  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 
sion over  Joint  Rates  which  extends  over  several  chapters 
in  the  Second  Edition  is,  therefore,  new  matter  written 
upon  the  basis  of  important  decisions,  all  of  which  have  been 
decided  since  the  First  Edition.  The  headings  throughout 
are  made  so  specific  that  the  practitioner  can  easily  seize 
upon  the  subject  which  is  of  interest  to  him  for  the  time  being 
in  the  matter  he  is  examining.  And  after  thus  placing 
the  business  with  which  he  is  dealing,  the  lawyer  working 
up  a  case  will  find  under -the  appropriate  heading  in  the 
Table  of  Contents  the  provisions  of  the  Act  summarized 
in  the  first  section  of  each  chapter  followed  by  a  statement 
of  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  Commission. 

Attention  may  be  called  to  the  way  in  which  the  contrast 
is  brought  out  between  opposing  theories  of  rate  regulation 
where  the  conflict  in  the  law  is  as  yet  not  determined.  Thus 
the  policies  of  basing  schedules  as  a  whole  upon  the  original 
Cost  of  the  plant  or  upon  its  present  Value  are  elaborately 
discussed  together,  with  an  indication  of  the  collateral 
effects  of  a  decision  one  way  or  the  other.  Likewise,  whether 
in  dealing  with  particular  rates  the  Cost  of  the  service  or  its 
Value  is  to  be  taken  as  the  test,  receives  treatment  to  the 
extent  of  a  chapter  upon  each.  The  author  does  not  hesitate 
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to  let  his  own  preference  for  cost  as  the  basis  of  regulation  ap- 
pear, although  he  appreciates  the  modifications  to  which  this 
theory  must  be  subjected  when  put  into  practice.  But  at 
the  same  time  in  putting  this  book  at  the  service  of  the  pro- 
fession at  large,  he  has  felt  that  care  should  be  taken  to 
set  forth  fully  all  that  could  be  said  for  value  as  the  basis  of 
r^ulation,  subject  to  such  limitations  as  must  necessarily 
be  recognized.  All  of  these  four  chapters  on  Rates  in  Par- 
ticular and  the  Basis  of  Rate  Structure  are  so  largely  re- 
written as  to  be  practically  new  matter. 

As  in  the  First  Edition  imusual  space  is  devoted  to  the 
details  of  practice.  Practically  every  case  involving  a  point 
of  practice  of  importance  before  the  Commission  has  been 
treated  in  the  text  of  the  long  chapter  devoted  to  Procedure 
before  that  tribunal.  And  in  regard  to  subsequent  Proceed- 
ings before  the  Courts  every  case  in  which  the  action  of  the 
Commission  has  been  brought  in  question  in  the  Courts 
has  been  cited  in  this  final  chapter.  Moreover,  in  the 
Appendix  there  are  not  merely  the  statutory  provisions,  but 
the  Rules  of  Practice,  and  along  with  these  Forms  of  Plead- 
ings, both  before  the  Commission  and  the  Courts,  which  have 
stood  the  test  of  litigation.  To  make  room  for  all  this  de- 
tailed matter  the  extracts  from  the  statutes  relating  to  the 
State  Commissions,  which  were  in  the  First  Edition  have 
been  omitted.  Indeed,  in  his  work  as  counsel  for  the  National 
Civic  Federation  in  1913  the  writer  found  that  the  statutory 
matter  collected  on  this  point  alone  was  suflScient  to  fill  a 
large  volume  of  its  publications,  such  has  been  the  growth  of 
the  Commission  Control  of  Public  UtiUties  in  the  past  few 
years. 

There  remains  the  pleasant  opportunity  afforded  by 
the  preface  to  a  Second  Edition  to  express  the  gratitude 
of  the  author  to  the  profession  at  large  for  the  reception 
which  has  been  accorded  to  the  First  Edition.  Seldom  has 
a  law  book  been  reviewed  at  such  length  in  periodicals 
of  standing,  and  aside  from  the  gratification  which  an 
author  naturally  feels  from  such  consideration,  he  hopes 
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that  he  will  be  found  to  have  profited  from  justified  criti- 
cisms upon  certain  details.  It  rather  belongs  to  the  pub- 
lisher than  to  the  author  to  point  out  in  advertisement 
of  this  Edition  that  this  book  has  at  times  been  quoted 
and  discussed  in  rulings  of  Conmiissions  and  opinions  of 
Courts  and  in  briefs  and  arguments.  The  author  trusts  he 
appreciates  the  obligations  which  this  recognition  of  the 
book  lays  upon  him  in  the  making  of  a  Second  Edition  with 
the  rewritmg  it  has  mvolved. 

To  many  of  his  former  colleagues  upon  the  faculty  of 
the  Harvard  Law  School  with  whom  the  author  has  talked 
over  most  of  these  questions  and  particularly  to  Professor 
Joseph  H.  Beale,  who  was  his  senior  partner  in  the  writing 
of  the  First  Edition,  the  author  first  of  all  acknowledges 
his  indebtedness.  But  not  less  does  he  appreciate  the 
part  in  providing  him  the  basis  for  working  out  this  Edi- 
tion owed  to  the  discussions  which  he  had  had  in  and  out  of 
the  class  room  with  thousands  of  fellow  students  during 
the  past  ten  years.  From  the  point  of  view  of  the  practi- 
tioner will  be  of  perhaps  greater  interest  what  the  writer 
has  gained  from  experience  as  a  consultant  from  his  con- 
ferences on  the  scope  of  their  functions  with  public  officials 
and  regulating  bodies  and  particxilarly  from  his  service  as 
coimsel  under  railroad  executives  and  traffic  officers.  In 
closing,  peculiar  indebtedness  should  be  acknowledged  to 
Dr.  Lawrence  B.  Evans,  formerly  head  of  the  Department 
of  History  and  Public  Law  in  Tufts  College  now  of  the 
Massachusetts  Bar,  who  has  done  practically  all  the  work 
of  revision  on  the  two  chapters  on  the  important  questions 
of  Local  Discrimination  and  Court  Procedure  with  the  skill 
and  knowledge  of  an  expert  in  governmental  and  economic 
learning. 

B.  W. 

Boston,  March  1,  1916. 
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The  passage  of  the  Federal  Raikoad  Rate  Act  of  1906 
has  both  emphasized  the  present  importance  and  added 
to  the  future  importance  of  the  law  governing  the  regu- 
lation of  railroad  rates.  In  all  interstate  shipments,  which 
comprise  so  large  a  proportion  of  our  railroad  traffic, 
and  in  the  local  shipments  of  a  very  large  number  of  our 
States,  the  maximum  rates  are  now  regulated  by  law; 
either  directly  by  legislature,  or  (as  is  usually  the  case) 
by  the  action  of  a  commission  under  authority  conferred 
by  the  legislature. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  at  this  time  to  call  special  atten- 
tion to  the  practical  importance  to  every  member  of  the 
community  of  the  charges  made  by  the  railroads.  To  the 
vast  majority  these  charges  are  an  important  part  of  the 
cost  of  theu-  food;  it  is  m  the  power  of  the  great  trunk 
lines,  except  where  the  law  can  restrain  them,  by  an  in- 
crease of  rates  to  cause  a  famine  as  serious  as  would  be 
caused  by  a  complete  failure  of  the  crops.  To  a  great 
number  of  our  people,  on  the  other  hand, — to  the  great 
farmers  of  the  interior,  to  the  ranch  men  of  the  plains, 
to  the  planters  of  the  South,  to  the  manufacturers  of  the 
seaboard,  and  to  the  miUions  of  their  employees  who  are 
dependent  upon  their  prosperity, — railroad  charges  are  of 
greater  immediate  importance.  The  railroads,  if  imre- 
strained  by  law,  can  prosper  or  can  ruin  them;  they  can 
build  up  a  great  and  flourishing  business,  or  they  can 
turn  an  industrious  city  into  a  wilderness  again.  That 
power  such  as  this  should  be  the  subject  of  legal  restraint 
is  inevitable;  that  the  legal  qualities  and  limitations  of 
such  restraint  should  be  of  the  greatest  interest  to  the 
profession  and  to  the  people  at  large  is  clear. 

From  the  earliest  times  some  restraint  has  been  exer- 
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cised  over  such  lines  of  industry  as  are  of  vital  interest 
to  the  public.  The  establishment  of  the  King's  peace, 
the  protection  of  the  weak  against  the  actual  physical 
violence  of  the  strong,  is  the  fundamental  function  of 
government  in  the  modem  sense;  but  of  equal  importance 
and  of  almost  equal  antiquity  is  the  protection  of  the 
common  people  against  the  greed  and  oppression  of  the 
powerful.  In  matters  not  vital  to  the  life  and  well-being 
of  mankind  the  laws  of  society  may  be  left  free  to  operate, 
without  limitation  by  the  sovereign  power;  but  in  all  that 
has  to  do  with  the  necessaries  of  life  the  protection  of  the 
sovereign  is  extended.  He  protects  equally  against  physi- 
cal violence  and  against  oppression  that  affects  the  means 
of  living. 

In  modem  times  the  prevalence  in  commercial  life  of  the 
principle  of  laisaez  faire  has  led  to  the  formation  of  great 
industrial  combinations.  Great  enterprises  have  taken 
the  place  of  small  ones,  and  great  industries  have  been 
localized  at  the  most  convenient  parts  of  the  country. 
All  this  commercial  organization  has  been  based  upon  the 
development  of  railroads;  which  are  necessary  not  only 
to  bring  the  raw  material  to  the  factory  and  to  distribute 
the  finished  product,  but  also  to  supply  with  the  neces- 
saries of  life  every  inhabitant  of  the  country.  The  result 
has  been  the  establishment  of  great  and  powerful  cor- 
porations in  whose  hands  is  the  raiboad  carriage  of  the 
country.  But  as  these  great  combinations  of  capital  have 
grown  up  under  the  law,  so  their  legal  rights  must  be 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  whole  people;  great  power 
brings  as  its  consequence  the  need  of  control  of  that  power 
for  the  good  of  the  whole  people. 

Two  ways  only  can  be  found  to  exercise  such  control. 
One  way,  that  advocated  by  the  most  radical  statesmen, 
is  the  government  ownership  aud  operation  of  the  raU- 
roads.  The  other  way,  which  is  in  fact  the  conservative 
method  of  dealing  with  the  problem,  is  the  control  of  the 
rates  and  practices  of  the  railroads  for  the  public  good. 
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One  or  the  other  of  these  methods  must  be  finally  adopted. 
The  conservative  method  is  now  on  trial.  It  behooves 
the  lawyers  to  see  to  it  that  it  be  so  intelligently  tried, 
and  that  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  be  so  accurately 
enforced,  that  we  may  not  be  driven  perforce  to  the  radical 
alternative  of  public  ownership. 

The  belief  that  this  duty  has,  almost  without  warning, 
been  thrust  upon  the  profession,  and  that  the  average 
lawyer  has  not  been  prepared  either  by  study  or  by  ex- 
perience to  solve  the  difficult  questions  that  may  arise, 
has  led  the  authors  to  prepare  and  publish  this  treatise, 
with  the  hope  that  it  may  help  the  profession  to  meet 
its  new  and  perplexing  problems.  But  in  order  to  render 
such  assistance,  it  seemed  to  the  authors  that  a  treatise 
which  merely  collected  and  discussed  judicial  decisions  upon 
railroad  rates  would  be  a  very  imperfect  work.  The  law 
of  railroad  rates  is  based  upon  the  general  principles  of 
public-service  law  and  cannot  be  mastered  without  an 
adequate  knowledge  of  that  law.  The  first  task  of  the 
authors  has  therefore  been  to  give  a  sufficient  though 
concise  view  of  such  portions  of  the  primary  obligations 
of  those  in  public  emplojmaents,  and  particularly  of  car- 
riers, as  bears  essentially  on  the  problem  of  rates.  For 
this  portion  of  their  subject  the  authors  have  been  pre- 
pared by  special  studies  during  the  last  ten  or  twelve 
years;  and  though  the  subject  has  not  been  greatly  elabo- 
rated, it  is  their  hope  that  this  first  part  of  the  treatise 
wiQ  be  foimd  generally  useful. 

That  portion  of  the  subject  which  deals  more  particularly 
with  the  fixing  of  rates  has  been  studied  with  patient 
care,  and  authorities  have  been  sought  wherever  it  was 
thought  they  could  be  found.  As.  this  is  a  topic  in  the 
law  of  public  employments,  the  doctrines  involved  are 
the  same  whether  the  rates  in  question  are  those  of  rail- 
roads, or  of  gas  or  water  companies,  or  of  other  companies 
engagied  in  a  public  employment.  Cases  therefore  in- 
volving the  rates  of  these  companies  have  been  sought 
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and  cited.  Even  including  these  cases,  the  judicial  de- 
cisions in  which  the  law  governing  rates  has  been  involved 
have  been  few  and  almost  invariably  recent;  for  the  im- 
portance of  the  law  is  new.  It  has,  therefore,  seemed 
best  to  examine  the  most  important  decisions  in  detail 
and  to  give  in  many  cases  the  very  language  of  the  courts; 
since  thus  only  may  the  reader  have  an  accurate  knowledge 
of  the  current  doctrine  and  its  probable  development. 
Not  that  the  authors  have  hesitated  to  express  their  own 
opinions  upon  novel  or  difficult  points;  indeed,  they  fear 
that  the  bar  may  feel  that  they  have  been  too  free  in 
giving  their  own  views  of  the  law. 

In  dealing  with  rate  problems,  the  authors  have  cited 
and  examined  the  decisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  in  the  same  way  that  they  have  cited  and 
examined  those  of  the  courts.  They  regard  this  course 
of  action  as  most  important.  Not  only  in  proceedings 
before  the  Commission  itself,  but  even  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  these  decisions  have  been 
cited  as  authoritative;  and  with  the  increased  power 
given  to  the  Commission  by  the  late  Act  its  opinions 
will  have  an  increased  importance  and  will  contribute 
most  materially  to  the  development  of  the  law. 

Owr  purpose  has  involved  not  merely  a  study  of  the 
common  law  as  it  bears  upon  railroad  rates,  but  an  ex- 
amination as  well  of  the  statutory  provisions.  We  have 
given  the  full  text  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  as  it 
now  stands,  with  full  annotations  including  the  decisions 
of  the  Commission  and  of  the  courts.  We  have  also 
given  such  parts  of  the  State  acts  as  were  thought  to  be 
of  use  in  such  a  book,  our  idea  being  to  let  a  lawyer 
in  any  State  know  what  sort  of  statutes  there  are  in  other 
States. 

This  treatise  aims  to  give  not  merely  the  law  of  rail- 
road rates,  but  also  the  practice  before  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission.  For  this  purpose  those  sections 
of  the  Act  which  touch  on  practice  have  been  annotated 
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with  especial  fulness,  and  in  the  Appendix  have  been  in- 
cluded the  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  Commission  and  a  set 
of  approved  Forms.  This,  it  is  hoped,  will  assist  lawyers 
who  will  be  engaged  for  the  first  time  in  practice  before 
the  Commission  by  reason  of  its  enlarged  powers  and  in- 
creased fimctions. 

A  few  words  of  apology  must  be  added.  While  the 
authors  have  been  studying  this  subject  for  many  years, 
and  have  had  the  great  advantage  of  discussing  it  with 
successive  classes  of  students  during  that  period,  they 
undertook  to  write  this  treatise  in  a  very  few  months, 
their  idea  being  that  to  be  of  real  use  to  the  profession 
the  book  should  be  published  as  soon  as  the  new  federal 
legislation  went  into  eflfect.  For  those  who  can  realize 
by  experience  the.  labor  of  writing  and  putting  through 
the  press  a  work  of  this  size  and  scope  in  so  short  a  time 
the  errors,  typographical  and  otherwise,  wHl  appear  not 
unnatural  or  altogether  inexcusable.  Many  such  errors 
will  be  found;  we  hope  however,  that  nothing  of  the  sort 
will  be  so  serious  as  to  obscure  the  meaning  of  the  text, 
and  that  the  practical  usefulness  of  the  book  will  not  be 
affected. 

J.  Ii.  B.,  Jr. 

B.W. 

Caiibbidge,  Jvly  1,  1906. 


[xui] 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

BOOK  I 
JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

CHAPTER  I 

HISTORICAL  INTRODUCTION 
I    1.  Public  callings  and  private  business. 

Topic  A,  The  Early  Policy  of  RegulaHon 

§    2.  The  mediflBval  theory  of  State  control. 

3.  The  regulation  of  business  in  the  middle  ages. 

4.  Early  differentiation  of  the  public  service  law. 

5.  The  history  of  the  carrier. 

6.  The  position  of  the  wharfinger. 

7.  Continuance  of  State  regulation. 

8.  Parliamentary  regulation  of  rates. 

9.  Restriction  of  prices  in  the  colonies. 

10.  Persistence  of  the  legislative  power. 

11.  Survival  of  the  conunon  law. 

Topic  B.  Persistence  of  State  RegulaHon 

§  12.  Introduction  of  improved  highwa3rs. 

13.  The  building  of  turnpikes. 

14.  The  era  of  canal  construction. 

15.  The  coming  of  the  railways. 

16.  Transportation  facilities  as  a  class. 

17.  Alteration  in  economic  conditions. 

18.  Development  in  the  common  law. 

19.  Special  restrictions  in  early  charters. 

20.  The  struggle  against  encroaching  monoiK>ly. 

21.  Conservative  and  radical  views  of  regulation. 

Topic  C.  SiaU  Control  of  Public  UtUiHea 

f  22.  Hie  pubUc  services  of  the  present  day. 

23.  The  effect  of  natural  monopoly. 

24.  DifiScuHy  of  distribution  as  a  factor. 

25.  Scarcity  of  advantageous  sites. 

26.  Limitation  of  available  time. 

Ixvj 


Table  of  Contents 

§  27.  The  public  services  a  necessity. 

28.  Economic  limitations  create  public  employment. 

29.  Cost  of  the  plant. 

30.  Service  on  a  large  acalc. 

31 .  Legal  privileges  accompanying  public  employment. 

Topic  D.  Modem  Regulalion  of  Public  SenriceB 

§  32.  Necessary  regulation  of  virtual  monopoly. 

33.  Eksonomic  conditions  at  the  present  time. 

34.  Control  of  the  public  services. 

35.  Differentiation  of  the  public  service  law. 

36.  Unity  of  the  public  service  law. 

37.  The  modern  programme  of  State  control. 

38.  Overshadowing  importance  of  rate  regulation. 

39.  Present  state  of  the  public  service  law. 

40.  Ultimate  limitations  upon  public  employment. 

41.  State  control  not  socialism. 


CHAPTER  n 

STATUTORY  REGULATION 

§  50.  PlTivisions  of  the  Act. 
51.  Development  of  legislative  control. 

Topic  A .  Course  of  Legislation  in  England 

§  52.  Carriers'  liability  before  1830. 

53.  The  Carriers'  Act  of  1830. 

54.  The  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act  of  1854. 

55.  The  Railway  and  Canal  Commission. 
66.  Scope  of  its  powers. 

57.  Increase  by  later  amendments. 

58.  Influence  of  English  legislation. 

59.  Authority  of  English  decisions. 

Topic  B.  Regulations  in  the  SiaieB 

§  60.  The  Granger  rate  legislation. 

61.  Railroad  commissions  of  former  times. 

62.  Additions  to  their  powers. 

63.  The  modern  pubhc  service  conmussions. 

64.  The  spread  of  the  movement. 

65.  E^xtent  of  their  supervision. 

66.  Regulation  of  rates. 

67.  Adequacy  of  service. 

68.  Keeping  of  accounts. 

69.  Issue  of  securities. 

[xvi] 


Table  of  Contents 

Topic  C.  The  Establishment  of  the  Federal  Commission 

§  70.  The  Interstate  Commerce  Act  of  1887. 

71.  Scope  of  the  original  provisions. 

72.  The  immediate  amendments  found  necessary. 

73.  The  Elkins  Act  of  1903. 

74.  The  long  and  short  haul  clause. 

75.  Limited  jurisdiction  over  rates. 

76.  Lack  of  power  over  through  rates. 

77.  The  demand  for  radical  changes. 

Topic  D.  The  Strengthening  of  the  Commission 

§  78.  The  Hepburn  Act  of  1906. 

79.  Effect  of  these  Amendments. 

80.  Occasion  for  the  Act. 

81.  Installation  of  private  switches. 

82.  Regulation  of  private  facilities. 

83.  Power  to  fix  maximum  rates. 

84.  Ordering  through  routes  and  rates. 

85.  The  problem  of  the  industrial  railways. 

Topic  E.  The  Elaboration  of  its  Powers 

§  86.  The  Mann  Act  of  1910. 

87.  The  new  long  and  short  haul  clause. 

88.  Establishment  of  through  routes. 

89.  Suspension  of  rate  advances. 

90.  The  Hadley  Commission. 

91.  The  Commerce  Court. 

92.  The  Panama  Act. 

93.  The  Valuation  Act. 

Topic  F.  Recent  Decisions  Defining  Jurisdiction 

S    94.  The  Abilene  Oil  case. 

95.  The  Proctor  Gamble  case. 

96.  The  Williamette  Valley  case. 

97.  The  Lemon  Rates  case. 

98.  The  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Southwestern  case. 

99.  The  Minnesota  rate  case. 

100.  The  Shreveport  case. 

101.  The  Intermountain  case. 

102.  The  Pipe  Line  case. 

103.  Inherent  limitations  upon  commission  action. 

CHAPTER  in 

FEDERAL  JURISDICTION 

§  110.  IVovisions  of  the  Act. 
111.  Scope  of  power  conferred. 

[  XVli  ] 


Table  of  Contents 

Topic  A.  Foreign  Commerce 

§  112.  Foreig;n  carriers. 

113.  Ocean  carriers. 

114.  Foreign  carriers  and  discriminations. 

115.  Inland  portion  of  foreign  commerce. 

116.  Requisites  of  port  proportionals. 

117.  Export  and  import  rates. 

118.  Import  rates  may  be  regulated  by  competition. 

119.  Export  rates  regulated  by  competition. 

120.  Foreign  competition  justifies  only  necessary  differences. 

121.  Limitations  upon  export  and  import  rates. 

Topic  B.  Interstate  Commerce 

§  122.  What  are  considered  States? 

123.  What  constitutes  commerce  between  the  States? 

124.  Traffic  in  movement  between  States. 

125.  Termini  within  a  single  State  routed  through  another  State. 

126.  Carriage  wholly  within  a  State. 

127.  Local  carriage  when  through  transportation  contemplated. 

128.  Beginning  and  ending  of  interstate  transit. 
120.  Precedent  and  subsequent  transportation. 

130.  Power  to  fix  rates  under  the  Constitution. 

131.  Extent  of  the  Federal  jurisdiction. 

Topic  C.  Continuous  Carriage  under  Common  Control 

§  132.  Existence  of  common  arrangement. 

133.  Continuity  of  interstate  shipment. 

134.  Relations  with  water  lines. 

135.  What  constitutes  continuous  carriage? 

136.  Local  carrier  participating  in  through  carriage. 

137.  Intrastate  part  of  interstate  movement. 

138.  Line  of  the  distinction. 

139.  Device  to  break  through  shipment. 

140.  Publishing  of  proportional  rates. 

141.  Transit  privileges  under  through  arrangements. 

Topic  D.  Conflict  between  Federal  and  Stale  Jurisdiction 

§  142.  Power  of  Congress  to  regulate. 

143.  Effect  of  action  by  Congress. 

144.  Jurisdiction  of  State  and  nation. 

145.  Division  of  jurisdiction  normally. 

146.  Application  of  regulating  statutes. 

147.  Respective  powers  over  service. 
1^.  Legislation  relating  to  facilities. 

149.  State  legislation  burdening  interstate  commerce. 

150.  Exercise  of  the  Federal  supervision. 

151.  Scope  for  State  police  power. 

[  xviiii  ] 


Table  of  Contents 
CHAPTER  IV 

SERVICES  SUBJECT 

§  160.  Provisions  oi  the  Act. 
161.  Continual  extension  of  jurisdiction. 

Topic  A.  Callings  Sniject 
i  162.  Railroads. 

163.  Water  lines. 

164.  Passenger  transportation. 

165.  Street  railways. 

166.  Express  companies.       ./ 

167.  Sleeping  car  companies. 

168.  Parlor  car  service. 

169.  Dispatch  lines. 

170.  Pipe  lines. 

171.  Telegraph  lines. 

172.  Telephone  systems. 

173.  Government  services. 

Topic  B.  IncidentcU  Services 
§  174.  Transfer. 

175.  Wharfage. 

176.  Terminals. 

177.  Switching. 

178.  Lighterage. 
170.  Drayage. 

180.  Loading. 

181.  Refrigeration. 

182.  Elevation. 

183.  Storage. 

184.  Transit  privileges. 

185.  Transportation  services. 

Topic  C.  Public  Profession 

{  186.  Who  are  common  carriers. 

187.  Commitment  to  public  servico. 

188.  Nature  of  public  profession. 

189.  Extent  of  the  power  of  regulation. 

190.  Public  railroads. 

191.  Private  railroads. 

192.  Industrial  railways. 

193.  Joint  rates. 

194.  Tap  lines. 

195.  Plant  facilities. 

196.  Line  haul. 

197.  Intermingled  service. 

[xix] 


Table  of  Contents 

Topic  D.  PvbUcIhUy 

§  198.  Public  obligation  the  fundamental  principle. 

199.  Nature  of  the  public  duty. 

200.  Limitations  upon  the  profession. 
20L  Public  duty  the  basis. 

202.  Extent  of  the  carrier's  route. 

203.  Scope  of  the  service. 

204.  Carriage  of  live  stock. 

205.  Carriage  of  rolling  stock. 

206.  Profession  limited  to  car  service. 

207.  Special  trains. 

208.  Forwarders  offering  consolidated  shipments. 

209.  Problem  of  dependent  service. 


BOOK  n 

LIMITATION  OF  CHARGES 

PART  I— THE  SCHEDULE  AS  A  WHOLE 

CHAPTER  V 

GENERAL  PRINCIPLES  GOVERNING  COMPENSATION 

§  210.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
211.  General  principles  governing  reasonableness. 

Topic  A.  Certain  Ldmitalions  Fundamental 

§  212.  Rates  must  be  fair  to  the  company  and  to  the  public. 

213.  Limitations  within  which  rates  must  Ik>  made. 

214.  Unreasonable  regulation  universally  forbidden. 

215.  Value  of  the  services  constitutes  minimum. 

216.  Interests  of  the  companies  to  be  considered. 

217.  Interests  of  the  public  to  be  considered. 

218.  Accommodation  of  the  interests  of  both  sought. 

219.  The  complexities  of  the  general  problem. 

Topic  B.  The  Schedule  taken  an  a  Whole 

§  220.  Reasonableness  of  the  schedule  as  a  whole. 

221.  Tests  of  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule. 

222.  Many  elements  to  be  taken  into  account. 

223.  Relation  of  a  particular  rate  to  a  whole  schedule. 

224.  Conclusions  as  to  proportionate  rate. 

225.  Company  cannot  make  unreasonable  rates. 

226.  Company  cannot  justify  exorbitant  profits. 

227.  Special  cirrunistances  affecting  the  particular  rate. 

[xx] 


Tabl£  of  Contents 

Topic  C.  The  Particular  Rales  Considered  SevarateLy 

f  228.  ReasonablenesB  of  the  separate  rates. 

229.  Schedule  as  a  whole  may  throw  light. 

230.  Bearing  of  tariff  as  a  whole. 

231.  Rule  of  proportionality  in  sharing  costs. 

232.  Average  cost  always  modified. 

233.  Application  of  both  tests  necessary. 

234.  Service  not  worth  usual  amount. 

235.  Service  of  unusual  value. 

Tojric  D.  Bases  of  Regulation 

§  236.  Constitutional  limitations  upon  commission  regulation. 

237.  Reasonable  rates  not  necessarily  profitable. 

238.  When  fair  net  earnings  left. 

239.  Possibility  of  increase  of  business. 

240.  Making  rates  compared  with  levying  taxes. 

241.  Governmental  regulation  best  for  all  concerned. 

242.  Inherent  difficulties  of  accommodating  all  tests. 

243.  Conflicting^authorities  still  persist. 

CHAPTER  VI 

BASIS  OF  CAPITAL  CHARGES 

§  250.  IVovisions  of  the  Act. 
251.  Various  theories  as  to  proper  capitalization. 

Topic  A .  Original  Cost 

§  252.  Actual  investment  entitled  to  return. 

253.  Cost  of  proper  facilities. 

254.  What  is  the  actual  cost. 

255.  Cost  enhanced  by  fraudulent  contract. 

256.  Construction  now  thought  unwise. 

257.  Equipment  long  since  superseded. 

258.  Portion  of  plant  not  now  utilized. 

259.  Treatment  of  outside  investments. 

260.  Allowance  for  unremunerative  betterments. 

261.  Contributions  made  by  the  State. 

Topic  B.  Outstanding  Capitalization 

I  262.  Capitalisation  outstanding. 

263.  Nominal  capitalisation. 

264.  Stock  issues  (rften  deceptive. 

265.  Bonded  indebtedness  beyond  present  values. 

266.  Market  value  of  securities. 

267.  Securities  issued  upon  reorganization. 

268.  Capitalization  authorized  by  public  authorities. 

[xxi] 


Table  of  Contents 

§  269.  The  problem  of  watered  stock. 

270.  Property  acquired  from  surplus  earnings. 

271.  Inquiry  into  foregone  profits. 

272.  Eidsting  capitalization  hardly  excessive. 

Topic  C.  Present  Value 

§  273.  Power  to  set  aside  a  statutory  rate. 

274.  Constitutional  requirements. 

275.  Original  cost  as  affecting  present  value. 

276.  Going  value. 

277.  Franchise  values. 

278.  Purchase  value. 

279.  Tax  appraisals. 

280.  Development  cost. 

281.  Capitalized  rights. 

282.  Governmental  valuations. 

283.  Treatment  of  unearned  increment. 

284.  Valuation  of  utilized  realty. 

Topic  D.  Cost  of  Reproduction 

§  285.  Rule  of  the  Minnesota  court^s. 

286.  Methods  of  Texas  Commission. 

287.  The  federal  courts  opposed. 

288.  Explanation  of  the  California  decisions. 

289.  Condition  of  the  plant  itself. 

290.  What  physical  reproduction  means. 

291.  Identical  reproduction. 

292.  Intervening  conditions. 

293.  Piecemeal  construction. 

294.  Overhead  charges. 

295.  Unit  prices. 

296.  Cost  of  building  up  the  business. 

CHAPTER  Vn 

RATE  OF  RETURN 

§  300.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
301.  Elements  in  determining  a  fair  return. 

Topic  A,  Establishment  of  the  Doctrine 

§  302.  Establishment  of  the  power  to  restrict  charges. 

303.  Rates  fixed  must  not  produce  a  deficit. 

304.  Adequate  return  must  be  left. 

305.  Reasonable  return  must  be  left. 

306.  Reasonableness  of  return  a  judicial  question. 

307.  Reasonable  profit  upon  each  transaction. 

308.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

309.  Status  of  the  companies  affected. 

[xxii] 


Table  of  Contents 

Topic  B,  Fair  Rate  o/  Return 

§  310.  Interest  upon  bonds  protected. 

311.  Rates  at  which  governments  can  borrow  no  criterion. 

312.  Prevailing  rate  of  interest  allowed. 

313.  What  are  reasonable  dividends? 

314.  Current  rate  of  return. 

315.  Fair  rate  of  return. 

316.  Current  rate  the  standard. 

317.  Reasonable  profits  sufficiently  safe. 

318.  Rate  of  return  upon  investments  in  general. 

319.  Public  service  has  its  peculiar  risks. 

Topic  C.  Policies  Respecting  Return  Allowed 

{  320.  General  policy  for  allowing  a  fair  return. 

321.  No  right  to  raise  rates  in  prosperous  times. 

322.  Commercial  conditions  affecting  dividends. 

323.  More  than  current  rates  of  interest  not  secured. 

324.  How  interest  payable  is  considered. 

325.  Profits  divided  not  operating  expense. 

326.  Consolidation  of  interest  and  dividends. 

327.  Reductions  ruinous  only  to  certain  companies. 

328.  Creating  a  fund  for  payment  of  uniform  dividends. 

329.  Greater  profit  for  better  service. 

Topic  D.  Character  of  the  Enterprise 

{  330.  Larger  retmns  in  risky  enterprises. 

331.  Hazards  of  the  business  considered. 

332.  Whether  uniform  return  upon  all  property. 

333.  Rate  of  interest  dependent  upon  safety. 

334.  Risk  by  reason  of  depreciated  security. 

335.  Rate  of  return  dependent  upon  locality. 

336.  Investment  in  public  service. 

337.  Present  tendencies  in  regulation. 

CHAPTER  Vm 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 

§  340.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
341.  Real  cost  of  operation. 

Topic  A,  Cost  of  Performing  Service 

{  342.  Cost  of  rendering  service. 

343.  Net  earnings  in  goieral. 

344.  Salaries  paid  to  officials. 

345.  Cost  of  supplies. 

346.  Unreasonable  expenditures. 

[  xxiii  1 


Table  of  Contents 

§  347.  Improvident  arrangements. 

348.  Estimating  labor  cost. 

349.  Scientific  management. 

350.  Loans. 

351.  Taxes. 

Topic  B.  Expenditures  on  the  Plant 

§  352.  Expense  of  equipment  and  maintenance. 

353.  Cost  of  roiling  stock. 

354.  Losses  by  accident. 

355.  Betterments  considered  as  maintenance. 

356.  Improvement  of  existing  plant. 

357.  Replacement  considered  as  repair. 

358.  Permanent  improvements  should  not  be  annual  charge. 

359.  New  construction  should  be  charged  to  capital. 

360.  New  construction  not  an  operating  expense. 

361.  Betterment  out  of  income. 

Topic  C,  Depreciation  Requirements 

§  362.  Allowance  for  depreciation. 

363.  Types  of  depreciation. 

364.  Authorities  refusing  to  allow  depreciation. 

365.  Renewal  of  equipment  to  offset  depreciation. 

366.  Fund  to  repair  depreciation. 

367.  Capitalization  of  past  depreciation. 

368.  Payments  into  sinking  fund. 

369.  Amortization  of  franchise  rights. 

Topic  D.  Operations  of  Consolidated  Properties 

§  370.  Complications  in  case  of  systems. 

371.  Divisions  as  integral  parts  of  the  whole  system. 

372.  Unprofitable  portions  of  the  line  not  considerod. 

373.  Systems  considered  as  wholes. 

374.  Treatment  of  branch  lines. 

375.  Constituent  roads  operate  under  separate  charters. 

376.  Rent  of  leased  portions. 

377.  If  rental  becomes  unjustifiable. 


PART  n— THE  RATES  IN  PARTICULAR 

CHAPTER  IX 

COST  OF  PARTICULAR  SERVICE 

§  380.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
381.  Various  theories  as  to  rate  making. 

[xxiv] 


Table  op  Contents 

Topic  A.  Coat  of  Service  aa  the  Boats 

§  3S2.  Method  of  estimating  cost  of  service. 

383.  Distribution  of  the  burden. 

384.  Respect  paid  to  the  cost  basis. 

385.  Cost  of  service  the  basic  test. 

386.  Costs  considered  in  determining  comparative  reasonableness. 

387.  Limitation  upon  the  law  of  increasing  returns. 

388.  Length  of  haul  as  a  factor  affecting  a  particular  rate. 

389.  Modification  of  the  principle  of  the  length  of  haul. 

390.  Volume  of  traffic  as  a  factor  affecting  the  rate. 

391.  Increased  volume  of  traffic  causing  increase  of  cost. 

Topic  B.  Method  of  Determining  Particular  Coata 

i  392.  Proper  proportions  of  total  costs. 

393.  Apportionment  of  separable  costs  to  different  services. 

394.  Allocation  of  joint  costs. 

395.  Basis  of  the  distribution. 

396.  Basis  of  the  proportion. 

397.  Average  rate  per  unit  of  service. 

398.  Recognition  of  the  ton-mile  cost  basis. 

399.  Ton-mile  cost  basis  not  oppressive. 

400.  Argument  for  permitting  disproportionate  rates. 

401.  Authorities  opposed  to  disproportion. 

Topic  C.  Factors  Modifying  Average  Coat 

§  402.  Cost  of  service  insufficient  in  itself. 

403.  Special  conditions  affecting  cost. 

404.  Amount  of  service  asked  as  a  factor. 

405.  Effect  of  low  average  haul. 

406.  Local  business  peculiarly  expensive. 

407.  Circumstances  of  particular  service. 

408.  Divisions  in  sparsely  populated  territory. 

409.  Cost  of  handling  business. 

410.  Proportionate  ratep  always  legal. 

411.  Relative  reasonableness  of  rates. 

Topic  D.  Proper  Distribution  of  Costa 

§  412.  Law  of  decreasing  costs. 

413.  Cost  of  service  for  different  systems. 

414.  Cost  of  service  for  different  parts  of  the  same  system. 

415.  Cost  of  service  estimated  from  special  expenditures. 

416.  Distance  as  a  factor. 

417.  Amount  of  traffic  as  a  factor. 

418.  Costs  of  special  service. 

419.  Conditions  affecting  transportation  costs. 

420.  Current  theories  as  to  relative  rates. 

421.  Conclusion  as  to  proportionate  rate. 

f  xxv] 


Table  of  Contents 
CHAPTER  X 

VALUE  OF  SERVICE  RECEIVED 

§  430.  ProYiaions  of  the  Act. 
431.  Rates  based  upon  value. 

Topic  A,  Valve  as  the  Basis 

§  432.  What  the  traffic  will  bear. 

433.  Essential  defects  in  the  principle. 

434.  Legal  limitations  peculiarly  necessary. 

435.  Value  of  service  to  shipper. 

436.  Value  of  the  goods. 

437.  Limit  of  value  of  service. 

438.  Traffic  will  continue  to  move  at  unfair  rates. 

439.  Worth  of  the  service  to  the  owners. 

440.  Treating  the  schedule  as  a  whole. 

441.  Doctrine  hardly  applicable  to  passenger  faros. 

Topic  B.  Rates  Reasonable  Per  *Se 

§  442.  Carrier  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation. 

443.  General  principles  as  to  reasonableness. 

444.  Customary  rate  presumably  reasonable. 

445.  Rates  unreasonable  in  themselves. 

446.  What  makes  rates  unreasonable? 

447.  Ciurent  rates  for  other  transportation. 

448.  Comparison  with  other  rates. 

449.  Evidence  inadmissible  unless  conditions  are  similar. 

450.  Comparison  of  rates  between  diflTerent  localities. 

451.  Usual  rates  govern  passenger  fares. 

Topic  C.  Rates  Dictated  by  Competition 

§  452.  Rates  may  be  made  to  meet  competition. 

453.  Competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

454.  Policy  for  permitting  competitive  rates. 

455.  Rates  low  enough  to  hold  business. 

456.  Reduction  below  a  remunerative  basis. 

457.  Standard  rate  among  competing  lines. 

458.  Competition  not  a  ground  for  raising  rates. 

459.  Absence  of  competition  does  not  justify  increase. 

460.  No  obligation  to  meet  competition. 

461.  Competition  in  passenger  fares. 

Topic  D.  Rates  Designed  to  Equalize  Advantages 

§  462.  Operation  of  the  principle  of  equalization. 
464.  Limitations  upon  the  Commission. 
464.  Rates  made  from  a  commercial  standpoint. 

[xxvi] 


Table  of  Contents 

§  466.  Rates  should  not  equalize  differences  in  value. 

466.  Carriers  not  obliged  to  equalize  disadvantages. 

467.  Protection  of  natural  advantage. 

468.  No  right  to  build  artificial  markets. 

469.  No  equalization  of  patrons. 

470.  Equalization  of  advantage  a^  a  factor. 

471.  Passenger  fares  slightly  affected  by  this  principle. 


CHAPTER  XI 

CLASSIFICATION  OF  COMMODITIES 

§  480.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
481.  Prevalence  of  classification. 

Topic  A,  Methods  of  Classification 

§  482.  The  meaning  of  classification. 

483.  Classification  the  method  of  establishing  the  rate. 

484.  The  necessity  of  a  proper  classification. 

485.  Classification  a  convenience  in  rate  fixing. 

486.  History  of  classification  in  the  United  States. 

487.  Uniformity  of  classification  attempted. 

488.  Classification  necessarily  imperfect. 

489.  Classification  not  unduly  minute. 

490.  Extra  class  divisions. 

491.  Commodity  rates. 

492.  Method  of  classification. 

493.  Interpretation  of  the  classification  sheet. 

Topic  B.  General  Principles  of  Classifying 

§  494.  Influences  determining  classification. 

495.  Adjustment  of  business  to  established  classification. 

496.  Classification  according  to  representations. 

497.  Bases  of  classifying  goods. 

498.  Justification  for  making  classification  on  railroad.s. 

499.  Reasonableness  of  classification  requisite. 

500.  A  proper  rate  involves  reasonableness  of  classification. 

501.  ClasBification  not  determined  by  a  particular  commodity. 

502.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Conmiission. 

503.  Relief  from  improper  classifications. 

504.  Low-grade  commodities. 

505.  High-grade  manufactures. 

Topic  C.  Comparison  of  Commodities 

S  506.  Elements  in  comparison  of  commodities. 
507.  Like  classification  for  similar  goods. 

f  xxvii  1 


Table  of  Contents 

§  508.  Dififercnt  classification  for  dissimilar  goods. 

509.  Certain  commodities  compared. 

510.  Provisions. 

511.  Groceries. 

512.  Vegetables. 

513.  Lumber. 

514.  Bottled  goods. 

515.  Dry  goods. 

516.  Difference  between  commodities. 

517.  Raw  material  and  manufactured  products. 

Topic  D.  Differences  Between  Commodities  Carried 

§  518.  Classification  based  on  the  package. 

519.  Business  expensive  to  handle. 

520.  Shipment  in  form  more  convenient  for  handling. 

521.  Perishable  freight. 

522.  Less  than  usual  care  required. 

523.  Unusual  care  in  handling  required. 

524.  Classification  based  on  volume  of  business. 

525.  Large  volume  of  traffic  in  a  certain  commodity. 

526.  Value  of  the  goods  as  an  element. 

527.  Different  classification  of  coals. 

528.  Bases  of  comparing  values  of  goods. 

529.  Differing  value  of  some  kind  of  freight. 

Topic  E.  Carload  and  L.  C.  L. 

§  530.  Different  classification  and  rating. 

531.  When  difference  in  classification  is  required. 

532.  Minimum  carload.s. 

533.  Minimum  carload  regtilations. 

534.  Mixed  carloads. 

535.  Shipment  in  form  permitting  greater  carload. 

536.  Trainloads. 

537.  Traffic  handled  in  special  trains. 

538.  Car  loaded  by  several  shippers. 

539.  Commission  rulings  upon  special  ratings. 

540.  Car  sizes. 

541.  Special  equipment  not  necessary. 

Topic  F.  Difference  in  Rate  Between  Classes 

§  542.  Principles  governing  differences  between  classes. 

543.  LoW'grade  commodities  may  be  carried  at  low  rates. 

544.  High-grade  commodities  should  not  be  overcharged. 

545.  Proportionate  difference  between  the  classes. 

546.  Principles  in  making  commodity  rates. 

547.  Reasonableness  tested  by  comparison. 

548.  Slight  differences  between  similar  cx)mmodities. 

[  xxviii  ] 


Table  of  Contents 

§  549.  Discrimination  bc^twcen  commodities  forbidden. 

550.  Difference  between  values  justifieH  different  classification. 

551.  Relative  differences  between  ratings. 


CHAPTER  Xn 

METHODS  OF  FIXING  RATES 

§  560.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
561.  Fixing  the  particular  rate. 

Topic  A.  The  UnU  of  Charge 

§  562.  Characteristics  of  a  rate. 

563.  Established  unit  prima  facie  reasonable. 

564.  Classification  sheet  not  varied  by  representation. 

565.  Methods  of  charging  in  rate  making. 

566.  A  minimum  rate  is  justifiable. 

567.  Basis  of  minimum  weights  refimd. 

568.  Charge  for  excess  over  minimum. 

569.  All  factors  enter  into  a  particular  rate. 

Topic  B.  Additumal  Charges  for  Special  Service 

§  570.  General  principles  as  to  additional  charges. 

571.  Propriety  of  making  extra  charges. 

572.  Freight  should  cover  the  entire  transportation. 

573.  No  separate  charge  for  a  part  of  the  transit. 

574.  Charges  for  services  during  transportation. 

575.  Services  after  carriage  is  ended. 

576.  Storage  charges. 

577.  Demurrage  costs. 

578.  Terminal  facilities  usually  included. 

579.  Terminals  regarded  as  connections. 

Topic  C.  DisUmce  Rates  atid  the  Ton-Mile  Rate 

i  580.  Mileage  rate  tends  to  decrease  inversely. 

581.  General  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-mi lo. 

582.  Equal  mileage  rates  impractical. 

583.  Rates  in  rough  proportion  to  distance  normally. 

584.  Construction  of  distance  rates. 

585.  Bases  of  rate  structure. 

586.  Different  cost  of  haulage. 

587.  Divisions  built  through  a  difficult  territory. 

588.  Factors  modifying  distance  rates. 

589.  Comparison  of  through  rates  and  local  rates. 

590.  Carriage  in  opposite  directions. 

591.  Passenger  fares  generally  on  mileage  basis. 


[xxix  ] 


Table  of  Contents 

Topic  D.  Grouping  Stations  and  Basing  Points 

§  592.  The  syBtem  of  grouping. 
5d3.  Distances  considered  in  grouping. 

594.  Grouping  must  be  reasonable. 

595.  Testing  reasonableness  of  grouping. 

596.  Uniform  rate  to  a  group  of  stations. 

597.  Commutation  rates  for  suburban  passengers. 

598.  How  basing  points  are  established. 

599.  Whether  basing  points  justified. 

600.  Determination  of  base  rate. 

601.  Extent  of  power  over  grouping. 

602.  Creation  of  a  market  by  preferential  rates. 

603.  Equalizing  manufactures  in  different  localities. 


BOOK  III 

PREVENTION  OF  DISCRIMINATION 

PART  I— WHAT  CONSTITUTES  DISCRIMINATION 

CHAPTER  Xra 

GENERAL  PRINCIPLES  RELATING  TO  DISCRIMINATION 

S  610.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
611.  Development  of  the  rule  against  discrimination. 

Topic  A.  Common  Law  Theories  as  to  Discrimination 

§  612.  Nothing  but  reasonableness  once  required. 

613.  No  rule  against  discrimination  as  such. 

614.  Later  rule  against  unreasonable  dififerences. 

615.  Outright  discrimination  next  condemned. 

616.  Exclusivencss  of  the  privilege  creates  discrimination. 

617.  Special  concessions  from  established  rates. 

618.  Complainant  charged  more  than  regular  rates. 

619.  All  discrimination  forbidden  by  the  better  view. 

620.  Necessity  for  the  rule  against  discrimination. 

621.  Rule  forbidding  personal  discrimination. 

622.  Public  injury  by  discriminations  in  freight  rates. 

623.  Policy  of  the  Act. 

Topic  B.  What  Constitutes  Statutory  Discrimination 

§  624.  What  amounts  to  a  rebate. 
625.  Prohibition  of  sinxjial  rates. 

[  XXX  J 


Table  of  Contents 

§  626.  Explanation  of  thiB  policy. 

627.  What  discrimination  is  forbidden. 

628.  Departure  from  published  rate. 

629.  Sanctity  of  the  scheduled  rate. 

630.  Devices  for  concealing  preference  unavailing. 

631.  Certain  unlawful  devices  considered. 

632.  Schemes  to  cover  discrimination. 

633.  Criminal  provisions  for  discrimination. 

634.  What  intent  is  necessary. 

635.  Civil  liability  for  discrimination. 

Topic  C.  Established  Exceptions  to  Rule 

§  636.  Public  wrong  in  giving  free  passes. 

637.  Passes  prima  fade  discrimination. 

638.  Reductions  for  general  classes. 

639.  Whether  statutory  exceptions  are  exclusive. 

640.  Special  forms  of  passenger  tickets. 

641.  Concession  for  government  business. 

642.  Reduction  for  charitable  purpose. 

643.  Transportation  for  the  carrier  itself. 

644.  Sale  and  deliveiy  of  commodities. 

645.  Policy  of  the  commodities  clause. 

646.  Carriage  for  other  companies. 

647.  No  obligation  to  grant  such  concessions. 

648.  Collateral  results  of  illegal  discrimination. 

Topic  D.  Other  Consideralions  for  Reductions 

§  649.  Other  consideration  formerly  considered  dissimilar  circumstance. 

650.  Whether  indefinite  considerations  can  be  a  basis. 

651.  Concessions  to  those  who  deal  with  the  carrier. 

652.  Fostering  the  interests  of  the  carrier. 

653.  Barter  of  transportation  forbidden. 

654.  Inconsistent  contracts  held  unavailing. 

655.  Continuing  contracts  no  justification. 

656.  Whether  executed  contracts  are  different. 

657.  Preference  in  certain  services  permissible. 

658.  What  concessions  constitute  discrimination. 

659.  Where  service  of  different  character. 

660.  Where  no  public  service  involved. 


CHAPTER  XIV 

FORMS  OF  ILLEGAL  DISCRIMINATION 

§  670.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
671 .  The  same  rate  for  substantially  similar  services. 

[  .KXxi  ] 


Tabl£  of  Contents 

Topic  A.  Concessions  to  get  Conipetilive  Business 

§  672.  Whether  concessions  may  be  made  in  competition. 

673.  Competitive  conditions  do  not  justify  discriminations. 

674.  Reductions  to  get  competitive  business  illegal. 

675.  Concessions  to  get  shipments  from  outl3ang  territory. 

676.  Such  concessions  forbidden  bv  later  cases. 

677.  Shippers  making  expensive  preparations. 

678.  Additional  services  performed  for  certain  shippers. 

679.  Concessions  to  certain  locaHties. 

Topic  B.  Concessions  to  Large  Shippers 

§  680.  Whether  concessions  may  bo  made  to  large  shippers. 

681.  Unreasonable  differences  universally  forbidden. 

682.  Unreasonable  dififerences  forbidden  by  all  courts. 

683.  Reasonable  difTcrcncc  permitted  by  some  cou^t^i. 

684.  Prevalent  doctrine  against  reduction. 

685.  Reductions  to  large  shippers  unjust  to  small  shippers. 

686.  Services  to  large  and  small  practically  identical. 

687.  Differences  in  amount  of  shipment. 

688.  Reductions  to  groups  of  passengers. 

689.  Special  kinds  of  passenger  transportation.         / 

Topic  C.  Rebates  to  Exclusive  Shippers 

§  690.  Lower  rates  formerly  made  to  exclusive  shippers. 

691.  Such  discriminations  foster  monopolies. 

692.  Shippers  who  agree  to  give  all  their  business. 

693.  Consideration  of  the  cost  of  serving. 

694.  Shippers  requiring  less  service. 

695.  Shippers  who  agree  to  furnish  large  quantities. 

696.  Charging  other  shippers  more  than  contract  rates. 

697.  Competitive  rates  for  through  business. 

698.  Previous  or  subsequent  haul. 

699.  Other  methods  of  holding  business. 

Topic  D.  Concessions  for  Special  Kinds  of  Business 

§  700.  Different  rates  for  goods  used  for  different  purposes. 

701.  Such  rates  formerly  allowed. 

702.  Repudiation  of  this  doctrine. 

703.  Such  differences  now  held  illegal  discrimination. 

704.  Classification  based  upon  use. 

705.  Personality  of  shipper. 

706.  Restricting  rates  to  certain  purposes. 

707.  When  commodities  are  of  different  character. 

708.  Rates  to  certain  classes  of  shippers. 

709.  Special  classes  of  passengers. 

[  xxxii  ] 


Table  of  Contents 
CHAPTER  XV 

INSTANCES  OF  JUSTIFIABLE  DIFFERENCES 

{  710.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
711.  Modification  of  the  rule  forbidding  diffcrcDt  rates. 

Topic  A,  What  are  Reasonable  Differences 

i  712.  What  preference  is  undue  and  unreasonable. 

713.  Differences  in  transportation  cost. 

714.  Certain  economies  in  operation. 

715.  Like  circumstances  and  conditions. 

716.  What  circumstances  can  be  considered. 

717.  Differences  in  the  conditions  of  service. 

718.  Proportionate  differences  may  be  made. 

719.  Rates  should  not  be  disproportionate. 

Topic  B.  Shipment  in  more  Convenient  Unita 

f  720.  Differences  in  the  character  of  the  service. 

721.  Shipment  in  carloads. 

722.  Advantages  of  carload  traffic. 

723.  Permission  to  mix  carloads. 

724.  Lower  rates  for  shipments  in  bulk. 

725.  Shipments  in  trainloads  problematical. 

726.  Contracts  for  regular  shipments. 

727.  Units  in  passenger  service. 

728.  The  basis  of  the  differential. 

729.  Comparison  of  bulk  and  package  rates. 

Topic  C.  FacUitiea  Furnished  by  Shippen 

§  730.  Terminal  facilities  furnished  by  shippers. 

731.  Undue  prejudice  in  granting  allowances. 

732.  Unjustifiable  differences  in  rates. 

733.  Concessions  to  shippers  in  bulk  considered. 

734.  Railroad  without  tank  cars. 

735.  Transportation  expenses  paid  by  shipper. 

736.  Rental  paid  on  shipper's  cars. 

737.  Allowance  for  cars  or  facilities  furnished. 

Topic  D,  Restriction  to  Scheduled  AUawanee 

i  738.  Extent  of  statutory  restrictions. 

739.  Both  rates  must  be  open  to  all. 

740.  Lighterage  allowance. 

741.  EUevation  charges. 

742.  Transit  privilegeB. 

743.  Terminal  allowances. 

744.  Allowances  for  facilities  closely  scrutinised. 

745.  Allowances  for  facilities  still  permissible. 

[xxxiii] 


Table  of  Contents 
CHAPTER  XVI 

DISCRIMINATION  BETWEEN  LOCALITIES 

§  750.  ProviBions  of  the  Act. 
751.  Scope  of  its  principles. 

Topic  A.  DiscriminaHcn  at  Common  Law  and  under  StattUe 

i  752.  Locality  has  no  right  at  common  law  to  complain  of  rates. 

753.  Statutory  regulation  of  discrimination  between  localities. 

754.  Lower  rate  as  evidence  of  unreasonableness  of  higher. 

755.  Weight  to  be  given  to  such  evidence. 

756.  Higher  rate  not  necessarily  unreasonable. 

757.  Reasonableness  of  rate  per  se  immaterial  under  statute. 

Topic  B,  General  Principlee  of  StatiUory  RegtUation 

§  758.  What  discrimination  is  not  unlawful. 

759.  Discrimination  which  is  not  undue. 

760.  Interdependence  of  rates  to  various  localities. 

761.  No  vested  right  in  preferential  rates. 

762.  Discrimination  explained  by  local  circumstances. 

763.  Distance  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

764.  Difference  between  through  and  local  rates. 

765.  Railroad  rates  tend  towards  a  cost  basis. 

766.  Various  S3rstems  of  making  distance  rates. 

767.  Burden  upon  the  railroad  to  defend  discriminatory  rates. 

Topic  C,  What  ConstUutea  Undue  Prejudice 

i  768.  Provisions  against  undue  prejudice. 

769.  Discrimination  resulting'from  intrastate  rates — ^The  Shreveport  cajse. 

770.  Discrimination  by  means  of  rate  adjustments. 

771.  Conditions  which  are  not  dissimilar. 

772.  Dissimilarity  of  condition  is  a  question  of  fact. 

773.  Discrimination  against  points  off  the  line. 

774.  What  constitutes  a  through  line. 

775.  Equalization  of  economic  advantages — Economic  theory. 

776.  Equalization  of  economic  advantages — Legal  practice. 

777.  Discrimination  against  the  staple  industry  of  a  locality. 

778.  Equalization  of  values. 

779.  Disproportionate  charges  inconsistent  with  public  duty. 

Topic  D.  Long  and  Short  Haul 

§  780.  Long  and  short  haul  at  common  law. 

781.  Legal  justification  of  lower  long-haul  rate. 

782.  Statutory  regulation  of  long  and  short-haul  rates. 

783.  The  Fourth  Section  Amendment  of  1910. 

784.  General  principles  governing  the  Fourth  Section. 

[xxxiv  ] 


Table  of  Contents 

§  785.  Relation  between  long-haul  and  short-haul  rates. 

786.  Interpretation  of  the  Fourth  Section, 

787.  Application  of  the  Fourth  Section. 

758.  Principles  governing  deviation  from  the  Fourth  Section. 

759.  Recognition  of  carrier's  right  to  relief. 

790.  Conditions  justifying  relief  from  the  Fourth  Section. 

791.  Competition  as  ground  for  relief  from  the  Fourth  Section. 

Topic  E.  Competition  as  a  Factor  iti  Rate  Making 

§  792.  Competition  as  a  justification  for  discrimination. 

793.  Competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

794.  Incidents  of  competition. 

795.  Commodity  and  market  competition. 

796.  How  the  Commission  determines  justifiable  discrimination. 

797.  Competitive  rates  must  be  compensatory. 

798.  Non-competitive  rates  must  be  reasonable. 

799.  Potential  competition. 

800.  Suppression  of  competition  by  agreement. 

801.  Suppression  of  competition  by  consolidation. 

802.  Carrier  may  refuse  to  make  competitive  rates. 

Topic  F.  What  Circumstances  Justify  PreferentUd  Rates 

i  803.  Substantial  differences  of  condition  which  justify  discrimination. 

804.  Cost  of  service  as  a  difference  of  condition. 

805.  Reconsignment  arrangements  and  transit  privileges. 

806.  Back  freights  may  be  lower  than  outward  freights. 

807.  What  differentials  may  be  allowed. 

808.  Systems  of  rate  making  based  on  differentials. 

809.  No  obligation  to  make  preferential  rates. 


PART  n— PREVENTION  OF  DISCRIMINATION 

CHAPTER  XVn 

SCHEDULES  OF  RATES 

i  810.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
811.  Scope  of  its  policy. 

Topic  A.  Adherence  to  Published  Schedules 

§  812.  What  rates  must  be, published. 

813.  Effect  of  scheduling  rates. 

814.  Terminal  and  transit  charges. 

815.  Rules  and  regulations. 

816.  Publication  of  schedules. 

817.  Posting  in  station. 

[xxxv] 


Table  of  Contents 

§  818.  Posting  distinguidied  from  filing. 

819.  Consequences  of  failing  to  file. 

820.  Any  variation  herefrom  forbidden. 

821.  Devices  to  avoid  the  section. 

822.  Only  scheduled  rates  legal. 

823.  Rate  wars  no  excuse. 

Topic  B.  Departure  from  Published  Rates 

§  824.  Reparation  for  improper  charges. 

825.  Certain  technical  points  discussed. 

826.  Criminal  liability  for  violation. 

827.  Essentials  of  the  crime. 

828.  Requirements  relating  to  filing. 

829.  Conclusive  presumption  of  legality. 

830.  Of  whom  filing  required. 

831.  Provisions  cannot  have  retroative  effect. 

832.  Schedules  working  changes  in  rates. 

833.  Invalidity  of  varied  rate. 

834.  Stipulations  in  bills  of  lading. 

835.  Limitations  of  legal  obligations. 

Topic  C.  Joint  Tariffs  and  Schedules 

i  836.  Meaning  of  joint  tariff. 

837.  Making  and  filing  jointly. 

838.  What  particulars  must  be  published. 

839.  Rates  based  upon  combinations. 

840.  What  combinations  are  justified. 

841.  Whether  export  rates  must  be  filed. 

842.  Divisions  and  proportional  rates. 

843.  Parties  liable  to  prosecution. 

Topic  D.  Form  of  Schedules  Required 

S  844.  Clearness  of  statement. 

845.  Necessary  fullness  of  statement. 

846.  Methods  of  stating  rates. 

847.  Requirement  of  the  Commission. 

848.  Consequences  of  indefinite  tariffs. 

849.  All  pertinent  conditions  requisite. 

850.  Rules  for  construing  schedules. 

851.  Specific  ratings  overrule  general. 


CHAPTER  XVm 

INTERCHANGE  OF  TRAFFIC 

f  860.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
861.  Duties  as  to  connecting  services. 

[  xxxvi  ] 


Table  of  Contents 

Tofpic  A.  Basis  on  Which  Through  Service  is  Undertaken 

1 862.  Throuish  service  may  be  undertaken. 

863.  Prefsumptions  as  to  through  carriage. 

864.  Effect  of  the  Carmack  Amendment. 

865.  What  constitutes  connecting  service. 

866.  Obligation  of  initial  carrier  to  take  to  connection. 

867.  Obligation  of  second  carrier  to  accept. 

868.  Obligations  as  to  routing. 

869.  Fixing  the  blame  for  misrouting. 

870.  Carriers  not  compelled  to  bill  Uirough. 

871.  Discrimination  forbidden  where  public  duty  involved. 

Topic  B.  Requisites  as  to  Through  Rales 

1 872.  Joint  rates  must  be  reasonable. 

873.  Limitations  upon  joint  rates. 

874.  Nature  of  a  joint  rate. 

875.  Joint  rate  lower  than  combination. 

876.  Goncuirenoe  of  carriers  concerned. 

877.  Share  of  8q>arate  carrier  as  evid^ioe. 

878.  Through  rate  although  transit  is  broken. 

879.  Policing  of  transit  privileges. 

880.  Proportional  rates. 

881.  Eqrart  rates. 

Toipic  C.  Facilities  Jar  the  Interchange  of  Busineas 

§  882.  Physical  connections  at  common  law. 

883.  Discrimination  between  connecting  lines. 

884.  Extent  of  these  requirements. 

885.  Demand  for  connecting  sarvice. 

886.  Compulsory  interchange  of  business. 

887.  Through  arrangements  not  obligatory. 

888.  Carrier  might  formerly  select  route. 

889.  Pt«sent  scope  of  the  Act. 

890.  Duty  to  deliver  to  connections. 

891.  Policy  of  recent  legislation. 

Topic  D,  Compulsory  Joint  through  Rating 

i  892.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

893.  Discretion  in  its  exercise. 

894.  Limitations  upon  the  Conunission. 

895.  Hie  p<rficies  involved  therein. 

896.  Protection  from  short  hauling. 

897.  What  routes  considered  circuitous. 

898.  Power  of  the  Commission  to  fix  divisions. 

899.  How  divi8k)ns  are  determined. 

900.  Theories  of  basing  divisions. 

901.  Constructive  milwige* 

[xjcxvii] 


Table  op  Contents 
CHAPTER  XIX 

EQUALITY  OF  SERVICE 

i  910.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
91 1 .  Extension  of  service  facilities. 

Topic  A,  Duty  to  Render  Service 

§  912.  Greneral  obligation  to  serve  all. 

913.  Extent  of  federal  supervision. 

914.  Rulings  of  the  Commission. 

915.  Different  treatment  constitutes  discrimination. 

916.  Scope  of  present  jurisdiction. 

917.  Freight  embargo  as  an  excuse. 

918.  Carriers  discriminating  against  its  rivals. 

919.  Railroad  cutting  its  own  rates  for  itself. 

Topic  B.  Provision  of  Reasonable  FaciUtiea 

§  920.  Not  required  by  original  Act. 

921.  Orders  concerning  freight  delivery. 

922.  Contracts  with  grain  elevators. 

923.  Arrangements  with  stockyards. 

924.  Service  at  private  sidings. 

925.  Installing  switches  now  under  the  Act. 

926.  Basis  for  ordering  switch  connection. 

927.  Any  discriminatory  treatment  forbidden. 

928.  Establishment  of  stations. 

929.  Protection  of  its  terminals. 

Topic  C.  Supply  of  Equipment 

§  930.  Basis  of  the  duty  to  supply  equipment. 

931.  Commission  jurisdiction  over  facilities. 

932.  The  obligation  treated  reasonably. 

933.  Provision  of  special  equipment. 

934.  Demand  foreseen  although  unusual. 

935.  Reasonable  time  to  increase  facilities. 

936.  Carriage  through  in  same  car. 

937.  Provision  of  cars  in  through  service. 

Topic  D.  Distribution  of  Equipment 

§  938.  Discrimination  in  use  of  cars. 

939.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

940.  Order  of  preference  between  shippers. 

941.  Where  no  preference  justifiable. 

942.  Basis  of  prorating  cars. 

943.  Respective  requirements  compared. 

944.  Cars  needed  by  railroads. 

945.  Private  facilities  considered  in  the  apportionment. 

[xxxviii] 


Table  of  Contents 
CHAPTER  XX 

REGULATION  OF  FINANCIAL  OPERATIONS 

I  950.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
951.  Prohibition  of  intercorporate  relationships. 

Topic  A.  Supervision  of  Current  Accounting 

§  952.  Who  must  file  reports. 

953.  Extent  of  powers  over  accounts. 

954.  Methods  of  amortization  accounting. 

955.  Depreciation  cannot  be  capitalized. 

956.  Writing  off  superseded  property. 

957.  Supervision  of  fixed  charges. 

958.  Pennanent  improvements  out  of  capital. 

959.  Absorbing  earnings  in  improvements. 

Topic  B,  Separation  oj  Interstate  Accounts 

S  960.  Apportionment  of  interstate  business. 

961.  Methods  of  the  division. 

962.  Bases  of  the  proportion. 

963.  Apportionment  of  total  expense. 

964.  Inherent  difiiculties  of  the  problem. 

965.  Comparisons  with  interstate  rates. 

966.  Supremacy  of  the  federal  system. 

967.  Discrimination  produced  by  State  action. 

Topic  C,  Valuation  of  Carrier's  Properties 

§  968.  The  tests  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

960.  The  inquiries  of  the  Congress. 

970.  The  investigations  of  the  Conmiission. 

971.  Necessity  for  official  valuations. 

972.  Valuation  based  upon  investment. 

973.  Present  value  the  basis  of  valuation. 

974.  Whether  market  values  should  be  considered. 

975.  Consideration  given  to  the  entrepreneur. 

976.  Details  of  the  present  valuation. 

977.  Finality  of  this  valuation. 

Topic  D.  Prohibitum  of  Intercorporate  Retationships 

i  978.  Restnunt  of  trade  at  conunon  law. 
979.  Certain  decisions  support  pooling. 
960.  Pooling  forbidden  by  the  Commerce  Act. 
981.  Meaning  of  the  Sherman  Act. 
962.  Extent  of  the  Clayton  Amendments. 
983.  Provisions  of  the  Panama  Act. 
964.  Examples  of  pooling  arrangements. 
985.  Certain  agreements  held  valid. 

[  xxxix  ] 


Table  of  Contents 


BOOK  IV 
POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

CHAPTER  XXI 

SUPERVISORY  POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

§  990.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
991.  Power  to  investigate  rates. 

Topic  A.  Bases  of  Cammission  RegvUaium 

§  992.  Regulation  of  rates  by  the  State. 

993.  Ways  in  which  power  is  exercised. 

994.  Power  to  pass  on  reasonableness  of  rates. 

995.  Duty  of  the  courts  to  pass  on  reasonableness  of  rates. 

996.  Fixing  rates  by  administrative  commissions. 

997.  Nature  of  their  powers. 

998.  Delegation  of  rate-making  power. 

999.  Limitations  of  the  principle. 

Topic  B,  AdminiatrcUive  Functions  of  the  Commission 

§  1000.  Nature  of  the  Conmiission. 

1001.  Functions  of  the  Commission. 

1002.  Basis  of  its  powers. 

1003.  Limitations  upon  its  jurisdiction. 

1004.  Extent  of  its  supervision. 

1005.  Visitorial  powers  in  general. 

1006.  What  supervision  implies. 

1007.  Status  of  the  Commission. 

Topic  C.  AtUhority  to  InvestigcUe  Conditions 

§  1006.  Investigation  by  the  Commission. 

1009.  Limitation  of  its  scope. 

1010.  Investigation  by  federal  Commission. 

1011.  Extent  of  its  powers. 

1012.  Powers  of  State  Commissions. 

1013.  Jurisdiction  of  the  State  courts. 

1014.  Testimony  compelled  in  quasi- judicial  proceedings. 

1015.  Sunmioning  witnesses  in  general  investigations. 

Topic  D,  Proceedings  on  Its  Own  Motion 

§  1016.  Investigation  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motion. 

1017.  Investigation  as  a  result  of  filing  new  tariff. 

1018.  Investigation  by  order  of  Congress. 

[xl] 


Table  of  Contents 

§  1019.  Procedure  upon  such  investigation. 

1020.  Due  process  of  administration. 

1021.  Jealous  protection  of  substantial  rights. 

1022.  Constitutional  limitations  upon  the  federal  government. 

1023.  Recognition  of  these  by  the  Commission. 


>:^  I 


CHAPTER 

QUASI-JUDICIAL  FUNCTIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 


§  1030.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
1031.  Orders  of  the  Commission. 

Topic  A.  Power  to  Order  Changes 

§  1032.  Power  to  fix  rates  originally  denied. 

1033.  Decision  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

1034.  Powers  established  by  later  Amendments. 

1035.  No  disturbance  of  reasonable  rates. 

1036.  Basis  of  reasonable  rates. 

1037.  Jurisdictional  limitations  upon  rate  revision. 

1038.  Working  within  legal  bounds. 

1039.  How  the  Commission  now  views  its  function. 

Topic  B.  ReparaHon  for  Past  Misconduct 

S  1040.  Nature  of  the  rate. 

1041.  Reparation  in  connection  with  relief. 

1042.  Concurrent  jurisdiction  over  relief. 

1043.  Attitude  of  the  courts. 

1044.  Things  outside  Commission  jurisdiction. 

1045.  Limitations  upon  its  powers. 

1046.  Basis  of  Commission  jurisdiction. 
.1047.  Extent  of  its  powers. 

Topic  C.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission 

{  1048.  Recovery  based  upon  published  rate. 

1049.  Effect  of  misquoted  rate. 

1050.  Recovery  of  scheduled  rate  through  legal  proceedings. 

1051.  State  courts  deprived  of  jurisdiction. 

1052.  Scheduled  rates  conclusive  in  the  courts. 

1053.  No  reparation  for  misquoted  rate. 

1054.  Liability  for  negligence  in  quoting  rates. 

1055.  Limitations  of  this  policy. 

Topic  D.  Findings  of  the  Commission 

§  1056.  R^aration. 
1057.  Bases  of  award  by  reparation. 

[xli] 


Table  op  Contents 

§  1058.  Extent  of  the  jurisdiction. 

1059.  Damages  to  business  generally. 

1060.  Nature  of  the  order. 

1061.  How  far  party  may  reopen  case.     - 

1062.  Finding  of  Commission  does  not  work  an  estoppel. 

1063.  The  two-year  rule. 

1064.  New  petition  may  be  filed. 

1065.  Reopening  a  case  for  rehearing. 

CHAPTER  XXm 

PROCEDURE  BEFORE  THE  COMMISSION 

§  1070.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
1071.  Conduct  of  the  proceedings. 

Topic  A .  Proceedings  before  the  Commission 

§  1072.  Procedure  in  regular  course. 

1073.  Scope  of  the  proceedings  enlarged. 

1074.  Course  of  the  pleadings. 

1075.  Raising  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 

1076.  Individual  rate  during  general  inquiry. 

1077.  Statement  of  the  wrong. 

1078.  Sufficiency  of  the  complaint. 

1079.  Answers  in  defense. 

1080.  Amendment  to  complaint. 

1081.  Responsiveness  to  pleadings. 

1082.  Application  for  relief. 

1083.  Informal  complaint. 

1084.  Complainant  not  coming  with  clean  hands. 

1085.  Scope  of  the  doctrine. 

Topic  B.  Parties  to  the  Proceedings 

§  1086.  Person  interested  as  complainant. 

1087.  Requisites  in  this  regard. 

1088.  Complaint  by  an  association. 

1089.  Board  of  Trade. 

1090.  State  Railroad  Commission. 

1091.  Intervening  parties. 

1092.  Proper  parties  defendant. 

1093.  Necessary  parties  defendant. 

1094.  Who  are  parties  in  interest. 

1095.  Defendants  must  have  an  interest. 

1096.  One  of  several  joint  parties. 

1097.  Liabilities  in  through  carriage. 

1098.  Who  entitled  to  reparation. 

1099.  As  between  consignor  and  consignee. 

[xUi] 


Table  op  Contents 

Topic  C.  Order  of  Procedure 

S  1100.  Default  for  failure  to  proceed. 

1101.  Dismissal  of  the  complaint. 

1102.  Stay  of  proceedings. 

1103.  Satisfaction  of  complaint. 

1104.  Conditions  of  granting  repivration. 

1105.  Scrutiny  of  reparation  agreements. 

1106.  Parties  given  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

1107.  Hearing  duly  notified  indispensable. 
IIOS.  Requisities  as  to  hearings. 

1109.  Course  of  the  pro<*eedingH. 

1110.  Limitation  of  actions. 

1111.  Dismissal  when  order  unnecessary. 

Topic  D.  Evidence  and  Burden  of  Proof 

§  1112.  Rules  of  evidence. 

1113.  Res  ad  judicata. 

1114.  Insufficient  grounds  for  findings. 

1115.  Proof  of  damage  required. 

1116.  Presumptions  from  voluntary  continuance. 

1117.  Admissions  by  making  changes. 

1118.  Privilege  against  self-crimination. 

1119.  Adverse  interest  of  witnesses  not  to  be  considered. 

1120.  Testimony  on  both  sides  should  be  introduced. 

1121.  Production  of  books  and  papers. 

1122.  Burden  of  establishing  case. 

1123.  Burden  of  ]ustif3ring  advances. 


CHAPTER  XXIV 

JUDICIAL  REVIEW  OF  COMMISSION  ACTION 

{  1130.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
1131.  Further  provisions. 

Topic  A.  Basis  of  Judicial  Detenninatian 

§  1132.  Jurisdictional  limitations  upon  Commission  action. 

1133.  The  nature  of  the  Commission. 

1134.  The  functions  of  the  Commission. 

1135.  Preliminary  action  by  the  Commission  necessary. 

1136.  Certain  consequences  of  this  doctrine. 

1137.  Appeal  from  the  Commission  to  the  courts. 

1138.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts. 

1139.  Constitutional  and  statutory  limitations  distinguished. 

[  xliii  ] 


Table  of  Contentb 

Tofpie  B,  Orovnda  af  IrwaUdUy  qf  Commiasum  AcHcn 

i  1140.  Action  under  an  unconstitutional  statute. 

1141.  Action  not  within  the  statute. 

1142.  Action  in  violation  of  constitutional  guarantees. 

1143.  Action  after  an  inadequate  hearing. 

1144.  Action  upon  mistaken  oonclusionB  of  law. 

1145.  Action  contrary  to  evidence. 

1146.  Limitation  to  evidence  in  the  record. 

1147.  Conclusiveness  of  Commission  findings. 

Topic  C,  Procedure  for  Determirdng  VaUdUy  cf  CommUsicn  AeOon 

§  1148.  Temporary  restraining  order. 

1149.  Injunction  against  enforcement. 

1150.  Balance  of  equities. 

1151.  Appeal  from  the  district  court  on  petitions  for  injunctions. 

1152.  Sufficiency  of  averments. 

1153.  Necessary  and  proper  parties. 

1154.  Venue  of  enforcement  suits. 

1155.  Introduction  of  new  evidence. 

Topic  D.  Enjorcement  Proceedings  in  the  Courts 

« 

§  1156.  Functions  of  the  Commission  in  the  enforcement  of  the  Act. 

1157.  Judicial  process  in  aid  of  proceedings  before  the  Commission. 

1158.  Judicial  action  necessary  to  the  enforcement  of  orders. 

1159.  Parties  to  enforcement  suits. 

1160.  Orders  unenforceable  because  of  defects. 

1161.  Power  of  the  courts  to  modify  orders  of  the  Commission. 

1162.  Sufficiency  of  averments. 

1163.  Recovery  on  a  reparation  order  of  the  Commission. 

1164.  Findings  of  the  Commission  as  evidence. 


APPENDICES 

APPENDIX  A 
Tbb  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  as  Amended 

APPENDIX  B 

DiBTRICT  CotTRT  JURISDICTION  ACT 

APPENDIX  C 

COMPtHiSGRT  TBamiONT  AND  iMMUNITr  ACTB 

[  xliv  ] 


Tabl£  of  Contents 

APPENDIX.  D 
Elkins  Act 

APPENDIX  E 
Expediting  Act 

APPENDIX  F 
Clayton  Anti-Trust  Act 

APPENDIX  G 
Rules  of  Practice 

APPENDIX  H 
Forms  of  Procedure 


(xlvl 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED 


(References  are  to  sectioiis] 


Absorption  of  Switching  Charges 

at  St.  Louis,  195. 
Acme  Cement  Co.  v.  C.  &  A.  R.  R., 

128. 
Acme  Cement  Plaster  Co.  v.  C.  G. 

W.  Ry.,  587,  699. 
Acme   Cement  Plaster  Company 

V.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  375. 
Acme  Cement  Plaster  Co.  v.  L. 

S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  450,  547,  601, 

776,  899. 
Acme    Cement    Plaster    Co.    v. 

Union  Pacific  R.  R.,  1074. 
Adams    Exp.    Co.    v.    Crovinger, 

226  U.  S.  491, 33  Sup.  Ct.  148, 

and  cases  cited,  864. 
Advances    in   Freight    Rates,    Re 

Proposed,  214,  226,  235,  387, 

391,  435,  438,  457,  459. 
Advances  in  Freight  Rates,  In  re, 

240,  311,  328,  345,  351,  360, 

415,  544,  546,  968,  970,  971, 

972,  973,  1017. 
Advance  in  Rates  Cases  of  1910, 

283,  349,  440,  912,  969,  970, 

1003. 
Advance  in  Rates,  Eastern  Case, 

162,  220,  266,  271,  308,  318, 

320,  345,  348,  349,  361,  377, 

417,  467,  858,  971,  974,  1019, 

1023,  1044, 1081, 1117,  1123. 
Advances  in  Rates,  Western  Case, 

220,  262,  263,  283,  327,  329, 

363,  366,  391,  432,  439,  440, 

469,  776,  1001,  1006,  1023, 

1094,  1101,  1123,  1133,  1137. 
Advances  m  Barley,  594,  600,  753, 

793,898,1017,1039,1123. 


Advance  in  Class  &  Commodity 

Rat€s,  502,  894. 
Advances    in   Class   Rates,    1075, 

1108. 
Advances  in  Demurrage  Charges, 

179,  183,  530,  625,  753,  758, 

803. 
Advances  in  Rates  from  Chicopee, 

897. 
Advances  in  Rates  on  Grain,  791, 

1060, 1123. 
Advances   in   Rates   on   Lemons, 

484. 
Advances  in  Rates  on  Locomotives 

and  Tenders,  495,  503,  566, 

794,  1108,  1123. 
Advances  on  Apples,  492,  600. 
Advances   on   Cattle  and   Sheep, 

389. 
Advances  on  Cement,  In  re,  229, 

600,  1122. 
Advances  on  Coal,  In  re,  898, 1123. 
Advances  on  Coal  to  Lake  Ports, 

228,  231,  243,  309,  381,  384, 

394,  432,  440,  499,  502,  776, 

1006,  1095. 
Advances  on  Cooperage,  467,  776. 
Advances  on  Cotton,  115. 
Advances  on  Cotton  Seed  Products, 

593,  832. 
Advances  on  Flaxseed,  385,  466, 

467,  503,  793. 
Advances  on  Fruits  and  Vegetables, 

1074. 
Advances  on  Hay,  385,  967. 
Advances  on  Hops,  385,  393. 
Advances  on  Ice,  177,  770. 
Advances  on  Iron  and  Steel  Arti- 
cles, 1123. 

[  xlvii  1 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(References  are  to  MctkMul 


Advances    on    Knitting    Factory 

Products,  768,  793. 
Advances  on  Livestock,  382,  385, 

684,  1108,  1110. 
Advances  on  Ix>gs,  1107. 
Advances  on   Lumber,   513,  539, 

1060. 
Advances  on  Manganese  Ore,  116, 

626,  676,  761,  771,  792,  850. 
Advances  on  Milk,  551. 
Advances  on  Oil,  770. 
Advances  on  Potatoes,  181,  253, 

453,  590,  738,  764,  933,  1123. 
Advances  on  Vehicles,  654. 
Advance  Thresher  Co.  v.  Orange 

&  N.  W.  R.  R.,  1100. 
Alabama    Coal    Operators'    Ass'n 

V.  So.  Ry.,  583,  768. 
Alabama  G.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mc- 

Clesky,  145. 
Alabama   Lumber  &  Export  Co. 

V.  P.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.,  1049, 

1053,  1058. 
Alabama  &  V.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Missis- 
sippi R.  R.  Comm.,  809. 
Alabama  &  V.  Ry.  v.  Morris,  149. 
Alabama  &  V.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Rail- 
road Comm.,  699,  805. 
Alan  Wood  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v. 

P.  R.  R.,  177,  562,  575,  679, 

738, 1082. 
Albree  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.,  385, 

1006,  1023. 
Aldrich  v.  So.  Ry.,  1851. 
Alexander  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  848. 
Algert  Co.,  C.  H.,  v.  D.  &  R.  G. 

R.  R.,  835,  868,  914. 
Alleged     Unlawful     Charges     for 

Transportation  of  Vegetables, 

Re,  845. 
Alleged  Unlawful  Rates,  Re,  644, 

805,  815. 
Alleged  Unlawful  Rates  for  Cotton, 

Re,  879. 
Alleged   Unlawful   Transportation 

Charges,  Re,  1102. 
Alleged  Violation  of  Act,  In  re,  763. 
Allen  V.  Lacknelcs,  188. 

[  xlviii  ] 


Allen  v.  Louisville  N.  A.  &  C.  R^ 

R.,  1093. 
Alien  V.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co., 

446,  715,  870. 
Allentown   Portland  Cement  Co. 

V.  P.  &  R.  Ry.,  773. 
Allman   v.    Adams   Express   Co., 

881. 
Allowances  for  Transfer  of  Sugar, 

Re,  740,  846. 
Allowances  to  Elevators,  In  re,  574. 
Allowances  to  Elevators  by  U.  P. 

R.  R.,  In  re,  182,  741. 
Alpena  Electric  Co.  v.  Alpena,  305. 
Alpha   Portland   Cement   Co.    v. 

B.  &  O.  Ry.,  767,  770. 
Alpha   Portland   Cement   Co.    v. 

P.  R.  R.,  817,  839. 

Alphons  Custodis  Chimney  Con- 
struction Co.  V.  S.  Ry.,  630. 

American  Agricultural  Chem.  Co. 
V.  B.  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  125. 

American  Bankers'  Ass'n  v.  Ameri- 
can Express  Co.,  919,  928. 

American  Brake  Shoe  &  Foundry 
Co.  V.  A.  G.  S.  R.  R.,  533,  833. 

American  Central  Insurance  Com- 
pany V.  C.  &  A.  Ry.,  694. 

American  Cigar  Co.  v.  P.  &  R. 
Ry.,  791,  1117. 

American  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  0.  Ry., 

Too,  oOo. 

American  Creosote  Works  v.   I. 

C.  R.  R.,  630,  654,  940. 
American  Express  Co.  v.  U.  S., 

639,  826. 
American  Insulated  Wire  &  Cable 

Co.  V.  C.  &  N.  Ry.,  459,  783, 

804. 
American    National    Live    Stock 

Ass'n  V.  S.  P.  Co.,  386. 
American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v. 

D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  1135,  1160. 
American  Tie  &  Timber  Co.  v. 

K.  C.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  651,  930. 
American    Union    Coal    Co.    v. 

Railway  Co.,  1135. 
American   Warehousemen's  Ass'n 


Table  of  Gases  Cited 


(RcfefmcM  U9 


V.    Illinois    Central    R.    R., 

814,  815. 
Ames  V.  Union  Pac.  Ry.,  370. 
Ames  Bros.   Co.   v.   Rutland   R. 

R.,  628,  826. 
Anaconda  Copper  Mining  Co.  v. 

C.  &  E.  R.  R.,  536,  704,  725, 

1110. 
Anacostia  Citizens'  Ass'n  v.  B.  & 

0.  Ry.,  129,  179,  794,  804. 
Anadarko  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  A., 

T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  214,  405,  416, 

446,   793,    1060,    1107,    1116, 

1122. 
Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.  v.  C, 

R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.  Co.,  576,  738, 

742,  819. 
Andrews  Soap  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh, 

C.  &  St.  L.,  489,  496. 
Andnis  v.  Columbia  &  O.  Steam- 
boat Co.,  47  Wash.  333,  92 

Pac.  128,  130,  867. 
Andy's  Ridge  Coal  Co.  v.  S.  Ry., 

466,  707,  769,  778,  795,  967. 
Anthony  v.  P.  &  R.  Ry.,  542. 
Anthony    Salt    Co.    v.    Missouri 

Pacific  Ry.,  491,  508,  516. 
Appalachia  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 

R.  R.,  584,  764,  874,  1094. 
Application    of    Southern    Pacific 

Co.,  In  re,  758,  768,  784,  789. 
Aiabol  M'fg  Co.  v.  S.  B.  Ry.,  784, 

837. 
Aransas  Pass  Channel  &  Dock  Co., 

v.G.H.&S.A.Ry.,  113, 114, 

124,  163,  1Q8,  599,  753,  768, 

776,  830,  874,  895. 
Arizona  Corp.  Com.  v.  A.,  T.  & 

S.  F.  Ry.,  584,  586. 
Arkansas  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

1.  M.  A  S.  Ry.,  126,  598,  704, 
706,  793,  799,  1110. 

Arkansas  Fuel  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 

St.  P.  Ry.,  1053. 
Arkansas  Pass  Channel  &  D.  Co. 

V.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  816. 
Arkansas  R.  R.  Rates,  In  re,  344, 

354,  395,  400,  963. 


to  SOChOIIB] 

Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Exoh.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  673,  584. 

Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Exchange 
V.  S.  P.  Co.,  349,  402,  581, 
592,  601,  931,  1148. 

Armour  Car  Lines  v.  So.  Pac.  Co., 
635,  825,  1105. 

Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  United 
States,  631,  633,  634,  655. 

Ashbum,  City  of,  v.  G.  S.  &  F.  Ry., 
1092. 

Ashland,  City  of,  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 
H.  R.  Ry.,  786. 

Ashland  Fire  Brick  Co.  v.  So.  Ry., 
773,776. 

Asphalt  &  Asphaltum,  Rates  on, 
533. 

Associated  Jobbers  of  Los  Ange- 
les V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  573. 

Associated  Wholesale  Grocers  v. 
Mo.  P.  R.  R.,  448,  709,  1072, 
1075. 

Association  of  Union  Made  Gar- 
ments M'frs  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  R.  R.,  503. 

Atchison,  City  Council  of,  v.  Mo. 
Pac.  Ry.,  768. 

Atchison  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry., 
1080,  1104. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Denver 
&  N.  O.  R.  R.,  927. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Holmes, 
1051. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission, 
463,  771,  1148. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Su- 
perior Refining  Co.,  1043. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  U.  S., 
181,  539,  552,  573,  633,  634, 
721,  789,  827,  1134,  1139. 

Atlanta  Journal  Co.  v.  S.  A.  L. 
Ry.,  759,  793. 

Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  R.,  Re,  828, 
1008. 

Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Florida,  232, 
398. 

Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Georgia,  161. 

[xlix] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

IRafwwncM  m  to  •ectJOM] 


Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Geraty,  934. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C, 

1020,  1022,  1142,  1143,  1145, 

1151,  1152. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Macon  Gro- 
cery Co.,  1136. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Mazursky, 

147. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  No.  Car. 

Corp.  Comm.,  131,  891. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Riverside 

Mills,  1158. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Wharton  et 

al.,  149. 
Atlantic  Packing  Co.  v.  Am.  Exp. 

Co.,  928. 
Atlantic  &  P.  Ry.  v.  U.  S.,  370. 
Atlantic  &  P.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Western 

U-  Tel.  Co.,  867. 
Attorney-General    v.    Chicago    & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  996. 
Audley  Hill  &  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  799, 

1116,  1117. 
Augusta  S.  Ry.  v.  W.  &  J.  R.  R., 

889. 
Augusta  &  Savannah  Steamboat 

Co.  V.  O.  S.  S.  Co.  of  Savannah, 

134,  163,  1077,  1108. 
Auto  Vehicle  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 

P.  Ry.,  531,  851. 
Auton  Piano  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  St. 

P.  Ry.,  194. 
Avery  M'fg  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 

Ry.,  603,  623,  768,  776,  808. 
Avinger  v.  So.  Car.  Ry.,  672,  696. 

B 

Bacon  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.,  1005. 

Bacon  v.  Rutland  Ry.,  1137. 

Badenoch  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 
150,  851. 

Baer  Bros.  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Den- 
ver &  R.  G.  Ry.  Co.,  123, 1133, 
1162. 

Baer  Bros.  Mercantile  Co.  v.  M. 
P.  Ry.,  124,  761,  786,  1042, 
1091. 

[1] 


Ba^ey  &  Co.  v.  P.  M.  R.  R., 

531. 
Bahenburg  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  A..  C. 

L.  R.  R.  Co.,  179,  393,  572, 

793,  921. 
Bainbridge  Board  of  Trade  v.  L. 

H.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  455,  588, 

802,803. 
Baker  v.  Cumberland  Valley  R}'., 

768. 
Baker  Commercial  Club  v.  O.  W. 

R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  125,  385,  793, 

768,  1103,  1107. 
Baker  Mf 'g  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

1057,  1008, 1099. 
Baldwin  Land   Co.   v.   Columbia 

R.  Ry.,  1055. 
Balfour,  Guthrie  &  Co.  v.  O.  W. 

R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  738. 
Ball  V.  Rutland  R.  R.,  306. 
Ballard  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  1050. 
Ballin  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  689. 
Baltimore  Butchers'  Livestock  Co. 

v.  O.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.,  927. 
Baltimore  Butchers  Livestock  Co. 

V.  P.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.,  654. 
Baltimore  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  771,  776, 

787,  880. 
Baltimore  &  O.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 

Commerce  Commission,  853. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.  v.  La  Due, 

1052. 
Baltimore  &  O.  Ry.  v.  Pitcaim 

Coal  Co.,  1134,  1136. 
Baltimore  &  O.  Ry.  v.  U.  S.,  945, 

1134. 
Banner  Grain  Co.  v.  Gt.  Northern 

Ry.,  177. 
Bannon  v.  Southern  Express  Co., 

812,  826. 
Barnard  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 

532,540. 
Barr  Bros.  M.  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry., 

137,  893. 
Barr  Chemical  Works  v.  P.  &  R. 

Ry.,  526,  1093. 
Barrett  v.  New  York,  145. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 


IRef erenees  are 

Barrett  M'fg  CJo.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 

Ry.,  507,  844. 
Barrow  v.  Yazoo  &  M.  V.  R.  R., 

1056. 
Bartles  Oil  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 

Ry.,  546,  965. 
Bartlesville   Salvage   Co.    v.    M., 

K.  &  T,  Ry.,  400,  433,  434. 
Bascom  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

679,  699,  768,  805,  880. 
Bash  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Wabash  R. 

R.,  596. 
Bates    V.    Pennsylvania    R.    R., 

627,  1065,  1097. 
Baxendale  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co., 

692. 
Baxendale  v.  So.  W.  Ry.,  208. 
Bayles  v.  Kansas  Pacific  R.  R., 

1095. 
Bayou  City  Rice  Mills  v.  T.  W. 

0.  R.  R.,  791,  880. 
Beach  v.  A.  A.  Ry.,  768,  771. 
Beadell   v.   Eastern   Counties   R. 

Co.,  2  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  509,  571. 
Beall  V.  W.  A.  &  M.  V.  Ry.,  122, 

593,  597,  1078. 
Beatrice  Creamery  Co.  v.   I.  C. 

Ry.,  466,  753. 
Beaumont  &  G.  N.  R.  R.  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  193,  822. 
Becker  v.  B.  &  M.  Ry.,  184. 
Becker  v.  P.  M.  R.  R.,  842, 1059. 
Beekman .  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  Ry. 

&  N.  Co.,  813,  819,  820,  869. 
Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  C. 

R.  R.,  1108. 
Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  O.  Ry. 

&  N.  Co.,  1097. 
Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

1.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  439. 
Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L.  S. 

W.  Ry.,  577. 
Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L.  & 

S.  F.  R.  R.,  840,  1109,  1110. 
Bdrend  v.   Washington  S.   Ry., 

714. 
Bell  Co.,  C.  S.,  V.  Baltimore  & 

O.  S.  Ry.,  417. 


tosectionsl 

Bellsdyke  Coal  Co.  v.  No.  B.  Ry., 

586,  692,  765,  804. 
Bennet  v.  Button,  803,  871. 
Bennett  v.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M. 

Ry.,  1091. 
Benson  &  Co.,  Ex  parte,  613. 
Benton    Transit   Co.    v.    Benton 

Harbor  &  St.  J.  &  R.  L.  Co., 

134. 
Bemheim  &  Co.  v.  0.  R.  R.  & 

N.  Co.,  436. 
Bigbee  &  W.  R.  Packet  Co.  v. 

M.  &  O.  Ry.,  676,  697,  803. 
Big  Blackfoot  Milling  Co.  v.  N. 

P.  Ry.  Co.,  768. 
Big  Canon  Ranch  Co.  v.  G.  H.  & 

S.  A.  Ry.  Co.,  127. 
Billing?    Chamber    of    Commerce 

V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  374,  603, 

804,  809,  918. 
Bird  V.  Railroads,  915. 
Bu-ge-Forbes  Co.  v.  M.  R.  &  T. 

Ry.,  1048. 
Birmingham,    Corporation   of,    v. 

Manchester  S.  &  L.  Ry.,  62, 

876. 
Birmingham  So.  Ry.  Case,  196. 
Bituminous  Coal  for  Railroad  Sup- 
ply, 703. 
Bituminous    Coal    Operators    v. 

Penn.  Ry.,  776. 
Bitzer  v.  W.  V.  R.  R.,  122,  165. 
Black  Horse  Tobacco  Co.   v.   I. 

C  R.  R.,  848. 
Blackman  v.  Southern  Ry.,  574, 

576,  714,  814. 
Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Co. 

V.  So.  Ry.,  308,  374,  405,  5|80, 

588,  753,  761,  768,  803. 
Blair  v.  Sioux  City  &  P.  Ry.  Co., 

873. 
Blakely  So.  R.  R.  v.  A.  C.  C.  Ry., 

895. 
Blodgett  Milling  Co.  v.  C,  M. 

&  St.  P.  Ry.,  773,  794. 
Bluefield  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  N.  & 

W.  Ry.,  581,  603,  764,  784, 

788,  789,  796,  798. 

[li] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 


(Rcf( 

Blue  Grass  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  &. 

N.  R.  R.,  436. 
Blume  &  Co.  v.  Wells,  Fargo  & 

Co.,  1011, 1044. 
Blumenstein  v.  P.  k  R.  Ry.,  418, 

523. 
Blum  Lumber  Co.  v.  So.  Pac.  Co., 

824. 
Board  of  Improvement  v.  St.  L. 

&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  586. 
Board  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen  v. 

V.  &  S.  W.  Ry.,  965. 
Board  of  Railway  Commissioners 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Rv.,  581,  763, 

777. 
Board    of    Railroad    Comrs.    v. 

Florence  Ry.,  418. 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Central  of  Ga. 

Ry.,  508. 
Board  of  Trade  of  CarroUton  v. 

C.  of  G.  Ry.,  598,  599,  627, 

759,  776,  784. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v.  A. 

C.  R.  R.,  793,  799,  881. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v.  C.  k 

A.  Ry.,  505,  776 . 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v.  I. 

C.  C,  1107. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v.  L 

C.  R.  R.,  761,  828. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Lynchburg  v. 

Old    Dominion    S.    S.    Co., 

757. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Morristown  v. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  793,  1082. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Troy  v.  Alabama 

Midland  Ry.,  580. 
Boards  of  Trade  Union  of  Minne- 
sota, 1072. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Winston-Salem 

V.  Norfolk  &  W.,   125,  242, 

318,  372,  374,  406,  407,  589, 

764,  768,  776,  804,  888,  899, 

901. 
Boards  of  Trade  Union  v.  Chicago, 

M.  &  St.  P.  R.,  501,  768. 
Boileau  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  R.  R.,  400, 

409,  467,  588,  776,  1097. 

[lii] 


m  to 


1 


BcMse  Commercial  Club  v.  Adams 

Express  Co.,  658,  851,  915. 
Boney  &  Harper  Milling  Co.  v. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  581,  880. 
Bon  Marche  v.  C.  R.  R.  Co.  of 

N.  J.,  850. 
Boston  Chamber  of  C.  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  415,  487,  580, 

589,  764,  793. 
Boston  Fruit  &  P.  Exch.  v.  N.  Y. 

&  N.  E.  R.  R.,  135,  1113. 
Boston,  Mayor  &.  Council  of,  v. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  793, 1082. 
Boston  &  A.  Ry.  v.  B.  &  L.  Ry., 

771, 1039. 
Boston  k  M.  R.  R.,  Re,  625, 652. 
Boston  k  M.  R.  R.  v.  Hooker, 

144,  835,  864,  1134. 
Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  k 

S.  F.  Ry.,  588,  771,  789,  791, 

792,  795,  803. 
Bowles  k  McCandless  v.  L.  &  N. 

R.  R.,  825. 
Bowling  Green  Business  Men  v. 

L.  k  N.  R.  R.,  771,  789,  791, 

799,  800,  801,  897. 
Boyer  v.  Chesapeake,  O.  &  S.  W. 

Ry.,  1095, 1111. 
Boyle  V.  G.  F.  k  O.  D.  R.  R.,  165, 

597. 
Brabham  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R., 

442,444. 
Brady  v.  Penn.  Ry.,  804. 
Brandt    MUling   Co.    Case,    678, 

697. 
Brantly  Co.  v.  Ocean  S.  S.  Co., 

1055,  1135. 
Bras  V.  McConnell,  873. 
Brass  ex  rel.  v.  Stoesser,  189. 
Breeze  Trenton  Mining  Co.  v.  W. 

Ry.,  793. 
Brewer  v.  C.  k  G.  Ry.,  713,  776. 
Brewer  v.  L.  k  N.  Ry.,  766,  763, 

771. 
Brewer  k  Haulerter  v.  Louisville 

AN.Ry.,  223,  1145. 
Bridg^man-Russel  Co.   v.   G.    N. 

Exp.  Co.,  125,  509. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 


(RfllaraBOM  an  to 


J 


Bristol  V.  Bristol  &  Warren  Water- 
works, 278. 
Brodcway  v.  Ulsters  &  D.  R.  R., 

586. 
Broddyn  Union  Gas  Co.  v.  City 

N.  Y.,  305. 
Brook-Rauch    Mill    &    Elevator 

Co.  V.  M.  P.  Ry.,  576, 632, 738. 
Brook  Rauch  Mill  &  Elevator  Co. 

V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  1109. 
Broom  Rates  to  Colorado  Points, 

528. 
Brown  V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  577. 
Brown  v.  New  Yoric  C.  &  H.  R.  R., 

865. 
Brown  V.  Walker,  1118. 
Brown  A  B.  Coal  Co.  v.  Grand 

Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  915. 
Browne  Grain  Co.  v.  F.  W.  &  R. 

G.  Ry.,  436, 439. 
Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  C.  M. 

R.  R.,  607,  510, 531, 714, 1122. 
Bnindred  v.  Rice,  649,  672,  677, 

730,  734,  736. 
Brunswick  B.  C.  Co.  v.  Atchison, 

T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  518. 
Brunswick  &  T.  Water  Dist.  v. 

Maine  Water  Co.,  277^330. 
Bryant  Co.  v.  Ft.  W.  A  D.  C. 

Ry.,  776. 
Biymer  v.  Butler  W.  Co.,  222, 252, 

270,  310,  315,  316,  856,  994. 
Buckeye  Bug^y  Co.  v.  Cleveland, 

C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  417,  538, 

687. 
Buddand  v.  Adams  Express  Co., 

166. 
Budcway  v.  Y.  A  D.  Ry.,  804. 
Buffalo    Hardwood    Lumber    Co. 

V.  B.  A  0.  S.  W.  R.  R.  Co., 

1058. 
Buffalo,  R.  ft  Pitts.  R.  R.  v.  Pa. 

Ry.,  177. 
Buffalo   Union    Furnace    Co.    v. 

L.  S.  ft  M.  S.  Ry.,  177,  193, 

743. 
Bulah  Coal  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  938, 

1066. 


Bulte  Milling  Co.  v.  C.  A.  R.  R., 

436,  460,  517,  771,  877. 
Bunch  Co.,  T.  H.,  v.  Chicago,  R. 

I.  ft  P.  R.,  1103. 
Buren  v.  So.  Pac.  Co.,  818,  832. 
Burgess       v.       Transcontinental 

Freight  Bureau,  806. 
Burlington,  C.  R.  &  X.   Ry.   v. 

Northwestern  Fuel  Co.,  621, 

680,  718,  682. 
Burlington  ft   M.    R.   R.    R.   v. 

Chicago  Lumber  Co.,  577. 
Biunham,  Hanna,  Munger  Co.  v. 

C.,R.  I.  ft  P.  Ry.,  588, 776, 797. 
Burton  Stock  Car  v.  C,  B.  ft  Q. 

R.  R.,  169,  657. 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago 

ft  N.  W.  Ry.,  388,  763,  1106. 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 

S.  P.  M.  ft  I.  R.  R.,  581. 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 

S.  P.,  M.  ft  O.  Ry.,  389,  443, 

763,  803. 
Business  Men's  League  of  Albert- 
lea  V.  B.  ft  O.  Ry.,  134,  793. 
Business  Men's  League  of  St.  L. 

V.  A.,  T.  ft  S.  F.  Ry.,  417,  545, 

722,  1115. 
Butchers'  ft  D.  S.  Y.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville ft  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  578,  923. 
Butler  County  Railroad  Case,  197. 
Buttfield  V.  Stranahan,  1133. 
Butts  V.  M.  T.  M.  Transp.  Co.,  143. 
Byrnes  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R., 

1094. 
Byzer  v.  W.  Va.  Ry.,  597. 


Cady  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry., 

326,  831,  1105. 
CaldweU  Co.,  W.  E.,  v.  C.  I.  ft 

L.  Ry.,  439,  489,  502,  1067. 
Caldwell  v.  Richmond  ft  D.  R. 

Co.,  164. 
California    Commercial    Ass'n    v. 

Wells,  Fargo  ft  Co.,  524,  1088, 

1089. 

[liii] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(ReferencM  are  to  sectums] 


California  Pole  &  Piling  Co.   v. 

S.  P.  Co.,  814. 
California  Refrigeration  Cases,  574. 
Calloway  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  764. 
Cambria  Steel  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R. 

R.,  623. 
Campbell's  Creek  Coal  Co.  v.  A. 

A.  R.  R.,  645. 
Canada  So.  Ry.  v.  Inteniational 

Bridge  Co.^  307,  331. 
Canadian    Valley    Grain    Co.    v. 

C,    R.    I.    &    P.    Ry.,    828, 

840. 
Cancellation    of    Joint    Rates    in 

Connection  with  C.  Z.  &  G. 

R.  R.,  193,  198. 
Cap)ehart  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 

870. 
Capital  City  Gas  Co.  v.  Central 

Vt.  Ry.,  703. 
Capital  City  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Des 

Moines,  256,  258,  291. 
Capital  Electric  Co.  v.  B.  &  0. 

C  T.  R.  R.,  386. 
Cardiff  Coal  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 

P.  Ry.  Co.,  136,  895. 
Cardiff  Coal  Co.  v.  Chicago  W. 

&  S.  P.  R.,  917. 
Came^e  Board  of  Trade  v.  P.  Co., 

502,727. 
Carrey  v.  Spencer,  132. 
Carsten's  Packing  Co.  v.  Oregon 

R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  1047. 
Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  0.  S.  L. 

Ry.,  536,  551,  725,  789. 
Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  O.  &  W. 

R.  R.,  460,  502,  505,  776. 
Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 

1117. 
Carter  White  Lead  Co.  v.  N.  & 

W.  Ry.,  706. 
Cary  v.  Eureka  Springs  Ry.,  225, 

445,  676,  796. 
Casassa  v.   P.   R.    R.,   179,  921, 

1087. 
Castle  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  R., 

703,  712,  735,  1115. 
Cator  V.  Southern  P.  Co.,  715. 

[liv] 


Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  v.  C,  B.  & 

Q.  R.  R.,  579, 1056, 1092, 1097, 

1109,  1163. 
Cattle  Raisers  Ass'n  v.  Fort  Worth 

&  D.  C.  R.  R.,  128,  574,  794, 

1084,  1088. 
Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  of  Texas  v. 

G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  1102. 
Cedar  Hill  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R., 

200,  644,  1076. 
Cedar  Hill  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

C.  &  S.  Ry.,  407. 
Cedar  Lumber  Products  Case,  The, 

651. 
Cedar  Rapids  G.  &  E.  Light  Co. 

V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co., 

925. 
Cedar  Rapids  Water  Co.  v.  Cedar 

Rapids,  276,  292,  317,  364. 
Cement  Rates  from  Pennsylvania 

to  New  Jersey,  967. 
Central    California    Traction    Co. 

V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Rv.,  292, 

851. 
Central  Conmiercial  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  1099. 
Central   of  Georgia   Ry.   v.    Mc- 

Lendon,  1142. 
Central  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Com- 
mission, 316. 
Central  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  Ry.,  578,  657,  865, 

870,  923. 
Central  Yellow  Pine  Ass'n  v.  L  C. 

Ry.,  242,  321,  435,  444,  522, 

959. 
Central  Yellow  Pine  Ass'n  v.  Vicks- 

burg,  etc.,  Ry.,  193,  194,  776, 

1086,  1088. 
Central  of  Ga.  Ry.  v.  Butler  M. 

&  G.  Co.,  648. 
Central  of  Ga.  Rv.  v.  McLendon, 

239,  400. 
Central  of  Ga.  Rv.  v.  Murphev, 

147. 
Central   of  Ga.  Ry.  v.   Railroad 

Commission  of  Ala.,  995. 


Table  op  Cases  Cited 

(ReferencaB  are  to  oectioiiil 


Chaffin  Coal  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 
P.  Ry.,  1103. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Ashbum 
V.  G.  S.  &  F.  Ry.,  773. 

Chamber  of  Coimnerce  of  Augusta 
V.  S.  Ry.,  1081. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Mason 
V.  C,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  771. 

Chamber  of  Coimnerce  of  Milwau- 
kee V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  434, 
448,  468,  868,  892,  900. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Minneap- 
olis V.  Great  No.  Ry.,  776. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New 
York  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
R.  Co.,  113, 120, 134,  385,  467, 
549,  592,  623,  740,  761,  771, 
773,  776,  793,  797,  807,  896. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Newport 
News  V.  Southern  Ry.,  758, 
773,  776,  793,  884. 

Chandler  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  F.  S. 
&  W.  R.,  122. 

Chappelle  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
R.,  205. 

Charges  for  Transportation  &  Re- 
frigeration, In  re,  814. 

Charges  on  Food  Products,  Re, 
562. 

Charge  to  Grand  Jury,  Re,  622. 

Chattanooga  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce V.  Southern  Ry.,  446. 

Chattanooga  Feed  Co.  v.  A.  G. 
S.  R.  R.,  761,  1081. 

Cherokee  Lumber  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L. 
Ry.,  763,  804. 

Chesapeake  &  0.  Ry.  v.  Conley, 
1137. 

Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  v.  Standard 
Lumber  Co.,  631,  739. 

Chesapeake  &  P.  Telephone  Co. 
V.  Manning,  142,  172. 

Chesapeake  &  P.  Telephone  Co. 
'  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  Telegraph 
Co.,  172. 

Chicago  V.  Rogers  P.  R.  Co.,  305. 

Chicago  Board  of  Trade  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  758. 


Chicago  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chicago 

&  A.  R.  R.,  777. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  Chicago  V. 

&  W.  Coal  Co.,  655,  735. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  Coal  Co., 

649,  672. 
Chicago  &  A.  Ry.  v.  Dumser,  934. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  Literstate 

Commerce  Commission,  944. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  Kirby,  648. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  People,  620. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.   v.   United 

States,  624. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  v.  Burling- 
ton, C.  R.  &  N.  Ry.,  936. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 

Femtuch,    1020,    1146,    1158, 

1162. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  v.  Iowa, 

302,885. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  v.  United 

States,  135,  634. 
Chicago  F.  &  I.  Co.  v.  So.  Pac. 

Ry.,  776. 
Chicago  F.  P.  C.  Co.  v.  Chicago 

&  N.  W.  Ry.,  678,  764,  885, 

1056. 
Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  v. 

Welhnan,  303,  342,  370,  372. 
Chicago  Lighterage  Charges,  178, 

898. 
Chicago  L.  S.  Exch.  v.  Chicago  G. 

W.  Ry.,  549,  777,  1084,  1111. 
Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v.  T. 

S.  Ry.,  595,  603,  770,  771,  773, 

796,  802,  804,  808. 
Chicago  &  M.  El.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  R. 

R.,  165,  893. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  v.  Ackley, 

302. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  v.  Iowa, 

138. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  v.  Smith, 

963. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  v.  Tomp- 
kins, 342,  370,  395,  406,  861. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  v.  Wa- 

bash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ry.,  978. 

[Iv] 


Table  of 

(Refetencet 

Chicago,  M.  T.  P.  S.  Accounts,  970. 
Chicago,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  v.  I. 

C.  C,  1154. 
Chicago  &  No.  W.  Ry.  v.  Dey, 

211,  239,  265,  302,  303,  310, 

324,  342,  998. 
Chicago  ft  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  Jenkins, 

577. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  Morehouse, 

190. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  Osborne, 

787,  837,  870. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  People  of 

Illinois,  922,  924. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Cramer, 

144. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Hard- 
wick  F.  El.  Co.,  144. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission, 

775. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Lena 

Lumber  Co.,  1055. 
Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  O.  R.  R.  v. 

Pullman  So.  Car  Co.,  167. 
Chicago,  St.  P.,  Mo.  &  O.  Ry.  v. 

Becker,  303,  393. 
Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry.  v. 

United  States,  633,  634. 
Chicago,  S.  P.  &  K.  C.  Ry.,  Re, 

443,  456,  1122. 
Chicago   Union  Traction   Co.   v. 

Chicago,  267. 
Chicago  W.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  C, 

B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  927. 
Chicago,  Ind.  &  L.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

United  States,  653. 
Chickasaw  Compress  Co.  v.  Gulf, 

C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  467. 

Chiles  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  R. 

Co.,  149. 
China  &  Japan  Trading  Co.  v. 

Georgia   Railroad,    793,    984, 

1009. 
Chippewa  Valley  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  Ry.,  193. 
Christie  v.  Mo.  Pac.  R.  R.,  616. 
Cincinnati  Chamber  of  Commerce 

[Ivi] 


Cases  Cited 

are  toMctioos] 

V.  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  Ry., 
1008. 

Cincinnati  Freight  Bureau  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  0.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 
435,448. 

Cincinnati  &  C.  T.  Co.  v.  B.  & 

0.  S.  W.  R.  R.,  165,  893,  1087, 
1109. 

Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  R.  v.  I.  C. 

C,  236,  502,  719,  721,  728, 

1021,  1073. 
Cincinnati,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  v. 

1.  C.  C,  131,  132,  136,  142, 
758,  772,  782,  793, 1032,  1133, 
1134,  1135,  1144. 

Cist  V.  Michigan  Central  R.  R., 

112,  419,  451. 
Clark  Bros.  C.  Na.  Co.  v.  Pa.  Ry., 

1163. 
Classification   of   Empty   Barrels, 

In  re,  385. 
Clearfield  Lumber  Co.  v.  C.  &  O. 

Ry..  1117. 
Clement  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,   1135, 

1162. 
elements.  Com.,  in  Roth  v.  Texas 

&  P.  Ry.,  534. 
Cleveland,  C.  &  S.  L.  Ry.  v.  Hol- 

den,  577. 
Cleveland,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  R. 

Co.  V.  Illinois,  149. 
Clinton  Bridge  &  Iron  Works  v. 

C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  1112. 
Clinton  Refining  Co.  v.  C.  &  N. 

W.  Ry.,  1049,  1078. 
Clough  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.,  1051. 
'Clough  V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co., 

207. 
Coal  Co.  V.  Caledonia  Ry.  Co.,  765. 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Conley,  269, 

317,  359,  374,  401. 
Coal   Rates  on   the  Stony   Fork 

Branch,   768,   835,   876,   931, 

938,  939,  1098. 
Cobb  V.  N.  P.  Ry.,  1039. 
Coe  V.  Erroll,  764. 
Coe  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co., 

923. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[Raferences  are  to  Mctionsj 


Coffers  Box  Lumber  Co.  v.  C.  & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  1110. 
CoffeyviUe  B.  &  T.  Co.  v.  St.  L. 

&  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  137. 
Cohen  &  Co.  v.  Mallory  S.  S.  Co., 

Coke  Producers'  Ass'n  of  Connells- 

ville  V.  B.  &  0.  Ry.,  179,  232, 

383,  385,  435,  465,  503,  545, 

759,  793. 
CoUingwood  Brick  Co.  v.  P.  M. 

R.  R.,  309,  397. 
Colonial  Salt  Co.  v.  M.  I.  &  1.  L., 

194,  195. 
Colorado    Coal    Traffic   Ass'n    v. 

C.  &  S.  Ry.,  771,  783,  793. 
Colorado  Coal  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  D. 

&  R.  G.  R.  Co.,  940,  941. 
Colorado  Free  Pass  Investigation, 

636,  643,  709. 
Colorado  F.  &  I.  Co.  v.  So.  Pac.  Co., 

436,  543,  716,  844,  872,  1141. 
Colorado  Mfrs  Ass'n  v.  A.,  T.  &  S. 

F.  Ry.  Co.,  134. 
Columbia  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  588,  770. 
Columbia  Grocery  Co.   v.   L.   & 

N.  R.  R.,  603,  761,  770. 
Columbus  I.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Kanawha 

&  M.  Ry.,  1050,  1052,  1135, 

1136. 
Commercial  Club  v.  C.  &  N.  W., 

804. 
Commercial  Club  v.  C,  R.  I.  & 

P.  Ry.,  805,  870,  1079. 
Commercial    Club  of    Duluth    v. 

B.  &  0.  Ry.,  486, 601, 771, 789,' 

799, 1091. 
Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v.  A. 

A  S.  Ry.,  433,  435,  445,  967, 

1041,  1042,  1089,  1099. 
Commercial   Club   of   Omaha   v. 

Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  592, 

1115. 
Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v.  C, 

R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  776. 
Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v.  S. 

P.  Co.,  1116. 


Commercial  Club  of  Salt  Lake 
City  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 
222,  309,  386,  390,  449,  457, 
461,  591,  595,  601,  790. 

Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.,  213,  237,  402,  460, 
468,  583,  584,  753,  773,  776, 
793,  797,  801,  896,  1113. 

Commercial  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 
Ry.,  802. 

Commercial  &  I.  Ass'n  of  Union 
Springs  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co., 
603,758. 

Commodity  Rates  Between  Mis- 
souri River  Points,  533,  1076. 

Commonwealth  v.  Fitchburg  R. 
R.  Co.,  164. 

Commonwealth  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  R.  (Ky.),  508. 

Commutation  Rate  Cases,  201, 384, 
441,  471,  597,  689,  1009. 

Concentration  of  Cotton,  585,  601. 

Concord  &  M.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Bos- 
ton &  M.  R.  R.,  928. 

Concord  &  P.  R.  R.  v.  Forsaith, 
614,  680,  683. 

Conference  Ruling,  No.  184,  826. 

Conference  Ruhng,  784,  785,  786. 

Conference  Rulings,  299b,  304a, 
310,  787. 

Consolidated  Forwarding  Co.  v. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.,  574,  836. 

Consolidated  Fuel  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  402,  645,  1004. 

Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  Willcox, 
269. 

Consolidated  Pump  Co.  v.  L.  S. 
&  M.  S.  Ry.,  926,  1047. 

Consolidation  Fuel  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  1004. 

Consumers'  Ice  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  768. 

Contracts  of  Express  Companies, 
Re,  654.  « 

Conyers  v.  Postal  Telegraph  Cable 
Co.,  867. 

Cook  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  Pac.  Ry. 
Co.,  615,  680,  681,  720. 

[  Ivii  ] 


Table  op  Cases  Cited 

pieferences  are  to  sectknis]] 


Cordile  Machine  Shops  v.  L.  &  N. 
Ry.,  388,  598,  754. 

Connick  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
R.,  926. 

Com  Belt  Meat  Producers'  AsB'n 
V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  442,  753, 
965,  967. 

Corporation  Commission  v.  Rail- 
road, 997. 

Corporation  Commission  of  North 
Carolina  v.  N.  W.  Ry.,  405, 
467,  593,  602,  770,  776. 

Corporation  Commission  of  Okla- 
homa V.  A.  O.  &  W.  R.  R., 
507. 

Corporation  Commission  of  Okla- 
homa V.  A.  <fe  S.  Ry.,  122. 

Corporation  Commission  of  Okla- 
homa V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 
168,  931,  1001. 

Cosby  V.  Richmond  Transfer  Co., 
129,  185,  209. 

Cosmopolitan  Shipping  Co.  v. 
Hamburg  -  American  Packet 
Co.,  112,  113,  115,  163,  881. 

Cotting  V.  Kansas  City  Stock 
Yards  Co.,  304,  307,  317,  330. 

Councill  V.  Western  &  A.  R.  R., 
712,  1056. 

Counselman  v.  Hitchcock,  1118. 

Coup  V.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ry., 
207. 

Covington  Gaslight  Co.  v.  City  of 
Covington,  278. 

Covington  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Keith, 
578,  923. 

Covington  Road  Co.  v.  Sandford, 
217,  306. 

Cowan  V.  Bond,  805. 

Cowden  v.  Pacific  S.  S.  Co.,  612, 
615. 

Cowley  V.  Northern  Pacific  Ry., 
656. 

Cose  V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.,  442, 
444,  485,  527,  596,  644. 

Craig  Lumber  Co.  v.  V.  Ry.,  876. 

Crane  Iron  Works  v.  Central  R. 
R.  of  N.  J.,  195. 

[Iviu] 


Crane  R.  R.  Co.  v.  P.  &  R.  Ry., 

193,  743. 
Crawford,  City  of,  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 

Ry.,  793. 
Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v. 

B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  705,  814,  822, 
1047. 

Crescent  Coal  Mining  Co.  v.  C. 

&  E.  I.  R.  R.,  140,  187,  813, 

820,  845,  847,  849,  1049. 
Crews  V.  R.  &  D.  Ry.,  416,  764, 

769,  776,  804. 
Crombie  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  850. 
Crommelin  v.  N.  Y.  &  H.  R.  R., 

577. 
Crowell  &  Spencer  Lumber  Co.  v. 

T.  &  P.  Ry.,  632,  1105. 
Crutchfield  &  W.  v.  F.  E.  C.  Ry., 

567. 
Crutchfield  &  W.  v.  L.  A  N.  R.  R., 

450. 
Crutchfield  &  W.  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  181, 

814,  1058,  1099. 
Crutchfield  &  W.  Co.  v.  T.  F.  Ry., 

822. 
Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.   Co.   v. 

Railroad  Commission,  273, 316. 
Curry  v.  Kansas  &  C.  P.  Ry.,  652, 

656. 
Curry  &  W.  Co.  v.  D.  I.  &  R.  Ry., 

401. 
Curtis  Bros.  Co.  v.  So.  Pac.  R.  R., 

177. 
Cutting  V.  Florida  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co., 

133, 136. 

D 

Dairymen's  Supply  Co.  v.  P.  R. 

R.  Co.,  647. 
Daish  &  Sons  v.  Cleveland,  A.  & 

C.  Ry.,  917,  938. 

Dallas  Freight  Bureau  v.  G.,  C. 

&  S.  F.  R.,  587, 1101. 
Dallas  Freight  Bureau  v.  M.,  K. 

&  T.  R.  Co.,  1016,  1101. 
Dallas  Freight  Bureau  v.  Texas 

&  P.  Ry.,  446. 
Daniel  BaU,  The,  123. 


Table  of 

Daniell  v.  So.  Pac,  1162,  1163. 
Daniels  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  R., 

135,  712,  776,  1092. 
Danville   v.    Southern   Ry.,    264, 

776,  975. 
Darling  &  Ck).  v.  B.  &  0.  R.  R., 

448,  450,  791,  802. 
Darlington   Lumber   Co.    v.    Mo. 

Pac.  Rv.,  146. 
Darnell  v.  111.  C,  1162. 
Davenport    Commercial    Club    v. 

Y.  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  770. 
Davenport   Pearl   Button  Co.   v. 

Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  1101. 
Davenport   Pearl   Button  Co.   v. 

Chicago,  B.  &  St.  L.  R.  R., 

1097. 
Davies  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  179,  185, 

208. 
Davies  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 

179,  1081. 
Davis  V.  West  Jersey  Express  Co., 

435. 
Davis   Bros.    Lumber   Co.,    Ltd., 

V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  418, 

598,  895,  897. 
Davis  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v.  P. 

C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  544,  1091, 

1123. 
Davison  v.  Gillies,  366. 
De  Camp  Bros.  &  Yule  Iron  Coal 

&  Coke  Co.  V.  V.  &  S.  W.  Ry., 

876. 
Deeves  Lumber  Co.  v.  A.  &  V. 

Ry.,  846. 
Delaware  &  H.  C.  Co.  v.  Com., 

125,  139. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C, 

1152. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry.  v.  U.  S., 

645. 
Delaware   State   Grange  v.   New 

York,  P.  &  N.  R.  R.,  218,  371, 

418,537,1080,1108. 
Dekay  Salt  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

1081. 
Ddray  Salt  Co.  v.  Penn.  R.  R., 

585. 


Cases  Cited 

are  to  sectlmisl 

Demer  Son  &  Co.  v.  A.  T.  &  N.  R. 

R.,  309. 
Deming  Lumber  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 

1099. 
Denaby  Main  Colliery  Co.  v.  Man- 
chester, S.  &  L.  R.  Co.,  L.  R. 

11  App.  Cas.  97,  674,  772. 
Denison  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  M.,  K.  & 

T.  Ry.,  522,  1115. 
Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  I.  C.  C, 

136. 
Des  Moines  W.  W.  Co.  v.  Des 

Moines,  292. 
Detroit  Board  of  Trade  v.  Grand 

Trunk  Ry.,  764,  768. 
Detroit  Chemical  Works  v.  M.  C. 

Ry.,  761. 
Detroit  G.  H.  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Int. 

Com.  Comm.,  804,  1161. 
Detroit  Reconsigning  Case,  869. 
Detroit   Switching   Charges,    176, 

253,  282,  382,  971, 1114. 
Detroit  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  L.  S,  &  M. 

S.  Ry.,  185,  1117. 
Diamond  Mills  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R., 

878,  1002. 
Di  Giorgio  I.  &  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  R.  Co.,  933. 
Dillon  V.  Erie  R.  R.,  125. 
Dillon  Coal  &  Transfer  Co.  v.  O. 

S.L.  R.  R.  Co.,  1110. 
Diphwys    Cajsson    Slate    Co.    v. 

Festiniog  R.,  692,  726. 
Disher  Hoop  &  Lumber  Co.   v. 

St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  137. 
District  No.  1,  Fort  Smith,  Ark., 

V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  582. 
Divisions  of  Joint  Rates,  Re,  192. 
Divisions  of  Joint  Rates  on  Coal, 

In  re,  743. 
Douglas,  Council  &  Mayor  of,  v. 

A.  B.  &  A.  Ry.,  755. 
Douglas  &  Co.  V.  C.,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 

468,    706,    776,    1063,    1081, 

1107,1108,1109. 
Douglas  Shoe  Co.  v.  Adams  Ex- 
press Co.,  916,  1102. 
Dow  V.  Biedehnan,  255,  303. 

[lix] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

IReferenceB  are  to  sections] 


Dubuque  Ship|)ers'  Asfi'n  v.  C.  & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  916,  935. 
Duluth  Shingle  Co.  v.  D.  S.  S.  & 

A.  Ry.,  777. 
Duluth   Superior   Milling  Co.    v. 

No.  Pacific  Ry.,  139. 
Duluth  Log  Rates,  394. 
DuMee,  Son  &  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.  Co., 

115. 
Duncan  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  417, 

419,  446,  448,  590,  703,  708. 
Duncan  &  Co.  v.  N.  C.  &  St.  L. 

Ry.,  531,  607,  768,  807. 
Dunham  v.  Boston  &  Maine  R. 

R.  Co.,  877. 
Dupont  de  Nemours  Powder  Co. 

V.  C.  R.  R.  of  N.  J.,  137,  523. 
Du  Pont  de  Nemours  Powder  Co. 

V.  D.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  847. 
Du  Pont  de  Nemours  Powder  Co. 

V.  P.  R.  R.,  140. 
Durham  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  598. 

E 

Eagle  Distillery  v.  L.  H.  &  St. 

L.  Ry.,  758. 
Eagle  P.  L.  Co.  v.  N.  Rys.  of  M., 

112,  137,  818. 
Eagle  White  Lead  Co.  v.  L  C.  C, 

1142. 
East  Dubuque  Supply  Co.  v.  L 

C.  R.  R.,  584. 
East  St.  Louis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 

St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  504,  517, 

776,  804. 
East  St.  Louis  Walnut  Co.  v.  St. 

Louis  S.  W.  Ry.,  1110. 
East  Tennessee  V.  &  G.  R.  R.  v. 

Hunt,  577. 
East  Tennessee  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v.  I.  C. 

C,  420,  599,  754, 765, 782, 791, 

793,  799,  1144. 
Eastern  Wheel  M'frs  Ass'n  v.  A. 

&  V.  Ry.,  507,  513. 
Eau   Claire   Board   of   Trade   v. 

Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  R.  R., 

501,  581,  763,  773,  776. 

[Ix] 


Echols  &  Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry. 

Co.,  163. 
Eddlemann    v.     Midland    Valley 

R.  Co.,  1046. 
Edgar  &  Son  v.   L.  &  N.   Ry., 

763,  795. 
Edison  Portland  Cement  Co.  v. 

v.,  D.  &  W.  R.  R.,  838,  876. 
Edson  V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  727. 
Edwards  &  Bradford  Lumber  Co. 

V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry*,  787,  791, 

897. 
Eichenberg  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  1059. 
Electric  Co.  v.  City  of  Wjmaore^ 

305. 
Electric  Malting  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 

S.  F.  Ry.,  517. 
Elevation    Allowances,    Re,    184, 

741. 
Elevator  Allowances  at  St.  Louis 

and  East  Louis,  745,  769. 
Elgin  Commercial  Club  v.  B.  & 

M.  R.  R.,  584,  793. 
Elk  C.  A  L.  Co.  V.  B.  &  0.  R.  R., 

580,  583,  776. 
Elkins  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.,  186. 
Ellsworth  Produce  Co.  v.  U.  P. 

R.  R.,  914. 
El  Paso  &  B.  Ry.  v.  Gutierrez, 

143. 
Emerson  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 

642. 
Employers'  Liability  Cases,  143. 
Empson  Packing  Co.  v.  C.  M.  Ry., 

511,  771,  776. 
Enterprise  Fuel  Co.  v.  Penna.  Ry., 

886. 
Enterprise  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 

Ga.  R.  R.,  793, 1117. 
Enterprise  Transp.  Co.  v.  Penna. 

Ry.,  830. 
Erickson  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 

Ry.,  764. 
Erie  V.  Erie  Gas  &  C.  Co.,  359. 
Erie  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wanaque  Lumber 

Co.,  1051. 
Erie  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Douthet,  652. 
Escanaba-  Business   Men's   Ass'n 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[References  are  to  sections] 


V.  Ann  Arbor  Ry.,  134,  791, 

793,  1045. 
Eschner  v.   Pennsylvania  R.   R., 

689. 
Esson  Granite  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  1081, 

1103. 
Evans  v.  Or^on  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co., 

443. 
Evans  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry.,  448. 
Evens  &  Howard  Fire  Brick  Co. 

v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  212, 

404,  414,  793,  1091,  1098. 
Evens  &  H.  Fire  Brick  Co.  v.  W. 

R.  R.,  824,  825. 
Evershad  v.  Railway  Co.,  617. 
£}wing  V.  Leavenworth,  95, 125. 
Export  &  Domestic  Rates  on  Grain, 

Re,  112,  549,  764,  841,  1008, 

1116. 
Export  Rates  from   Points  East 

and  West  of  Miss.  River,  Re, 

776,  825,  836. 
Export  Shipping  Co.  v.  Wabash 

R.  R.,  503. 
Export  Trade  of  Boston,  Re,  1100. 
Express  Cases,  166,  209. 
Express  Companies,  Re,  166. 
Express  Rates,  In  re,  166,  203,  226, 

281,  307,  309,  347,  387,  432, 

458,  485,  648,  793,  814,  823, 

835,  838,  844,  851,  900,  914, 

915,  921,  1060,  1108,  1115. 


Fabrication   in   Transit   Charges, 

184. 
Fagg,  J.,  in  BaUentine  v.  North 

Mo.  R.  R.  Co.,  930. 
Fairbault  Furniture  Co.  v.  Chicago 

Gt.  W.  R.  R.,  817,  832,  1049, 

1053. 
Fainnont  Creamery  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  770. 
Falls  &  Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry. 

Co.,  639,  840,  1047. 
Falmouth  v.  Falmouth  Water  Co., 

254. 


Farmers'  Co-operative  Educational 

Union  v.  G.  N.  Ry.,  898. 
Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  No.  Pac. 

Ry.,  386,  1141,  1159,  1160, 

1161. 
Farmers'  Warehouse  Co.  v.  L.  & 

N.  R.  R.,  1104. 
Farrar  v.  East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G.  R. 

R.,  388,  416,  580. 
Farrar  Lumber  Co.  v.  N.  C.  &  St. 

L.  Ry.,  509. 
Federal  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v.  B. 

&  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  178,  576,  740. 
Fels  &  Co.  V.  P.  R.  R.,  1079,  1092, 

1113. 
Ferguson  Saw  Mill  Co.  v.  St.  L. 

I.,  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  603,  770, 1082. 
Fewell  v.  R.  &  D.  Ry.,  790. 
Field  V.  Southern  R.,  689. 
Filing  Copies  of  Joint  Tariff,  Re, 

837. 
Financial  Operations  of  the  N.  Y., 

N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.,  1018. 
First  Trust  &  Savings  Bank  v.  So. 

Ind.  Ry.,  833. 
Fish  &  Co.  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  St.  L. 

R.  R.,  837,  839,  876. 
Fisher  v.  Gt.  Northern  Ry.,  136. 
Fiske  &  Sons  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R., 

454, 1083. 
Fitchburg  R.  R.  v.  Gage,  612,  690. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 

649,  655,  672,  680,  700. 
Five  Per  Cent  Case,  218. 
Five  Per  Cent  Case  of  1914,  Aug.  2 

and  Dec.  18,  1914,  308,  346, 

349,  361,  363,  440,  969. 
Flaccus  Glass  Co.  v.  C,  C,  C.  & 

St.  Louis  Ry.,  1097. 
Flint  &  Walling  M'fg  Co.  v.  G.  R. 

&  I.  Ry.,  798. 
Florida  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  C.  of 

G.  Ry.,  872. 
Florida,  C.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  State 

ex  rel.,  928. 
Florida  East  Coast  Line  v.  U.  S., 

1146. 
Florida  Fruit  &  Vegetable  Ass'n 

[Ixi] 


Table  op 

V.  AtJantic  C.  L.  R.  R.,  322, 

450,  468,  470,  603,  790,  1074, 

1077. 
Flour  City  8.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R.  R., 

134,  140,  175,  203,  782,  801, 

873,    802,    894,    1079,    1087, 

1113. 
Folmer  &  Co.  v.  G.  W.  Ry.,  812, 

1045,  1047. 
Fond  du  Lac  Church  Furnishing 

Co.  V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 

1099. 
Ford  V.  W.  V.  Ry.  Co.,  165. 
Ford  Co.  V.  M.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  439, 

496,  497,  519,  526,  822,  1048. 
Forest    City    Freight    Bureau    v. 

Ann  Arbor  R.,  490,  498,  516, 

528,  569,  1088. 
P'orm  and  Contents  of  Rate  Sched- 
ules, Re,  838. 
Forrester   v.   Southern    Ry.    Co., 

933. 
Forster  Bros.  Co.  v.  D.  S.  S.  A 

A.  Ry.,  1048. 
Fort  Dodge  Commercial  Club  v. 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  409,  623,  803,  965, 

1077. 
Fort  Smith  Traffic  Bureau  v.  St. 

L.  &  S.  R.  R.,  704. 
Fort  Worth  &  D.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

Whitehead,  127. 
Forward  v.  Pittard,  52. 
J'oster  G.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  So. 

Ry.,  1050. 
Foster  Lumber  Co.  v.  G.  C.  &  S. 

F.  Ry.,  791. 
Franke  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 

816,  817,  1048. 
Frederick  &  Kempe  Co.  v.  N.  Y., 

N.  H.  &  H.  Ry.,  802. 
Freeman  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 

R.  R.,  1115. 
Freeman  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  1001,  1060. 
Freight  Bureau  v.  Cincinnati,  N. 

O.  &  T.  P.  R.  R.,  416,  447, 

581,  640,  776,  804,  883,  980, 

984,  1116. 

[Ixii] 


Cases  Cited 

Freight  Rates,  Re  Proposed,  432. 
Friend  Paper  Co.  v.  C,  C,  C.  & 

St.  L.  Ry.,  773. 
Fruit  Growers'  Ass'n  v.  A.  C.  L. 

Ry.,  791. 
Frye  &  Bruhn  v.  Northern  P.  R. 

Co.,  224. 
Fry  V.  Louisville  &  W.  Ry.,  701. 
Fullerton  Lumber  &  Shingle  Co. 

V.  B.  B.  &  B.  C.  Ry.,  112,  769. 
Fulton  V.  Chicago,  S.  P.,  M.  & 

D.  R.  R.,  IIU. 
Furhmann  v.  Cataract  Power  & 

Conduit  Co.,  281. 
Furniture  Rates  in  the  Northwest, 

404,  505,  776. 

G 

Galena  &  C.  Y.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Yar- 

wood,  164. 
Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  v.  Piper 

Co.,  1013. 
Galveston,   H.   &  T.   C.   Ry.   v. 

Wallace,  1054. 
Galveston    Commercial    Ass'n    v. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  113, 

117,  134,  768,  773,  804,  869, 

931,  1092. 
Gamble-Robinson  Conmiission  Co. 

V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  658, 

915. 
Gamble-Robinson  Commission  Co. 

V.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  1082. 
Gamble-Robinson  Commission  Co. 

V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  798, 1078, 

1083,  1098,  1110. 
Gardner  v.  Southern  R.  R.,  521, 

537,  541,  793,  1056,  1104. 
Garton  v.  Bristol  &  E.  R.  R.  Co., 

692. 
General  Electric  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 

H.  R.  R.  R.,  738,  819,  1047. 
George  Tileston  Mill  Co.  v.  No. 

Pac.  Ry.,  760. 
Georgetown  Ry.  &  Light  Co.  v. 

N.  &  W.  Ry.,  793. 
Georgia  R.  R.  v.  Creety,  1050. 


Table  of 

Pleferences 

Georgia-Carolina  Buck  Co.  v.  S. 

Ry.,  802,  1117. 
Georgia  Peach  Growers'  Ass'n  v. 

Atlantic  Coast  Line,  418,  436. 
Geraty  v.  A.  C.  L.,  1162. 
Gerke  Brewing  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 

763. 
Germain  Co.  v.  N.  O.  &  N.  E.  R. 

R.,  842,  898,  1117. 
German  Kali  Works  v.  A.,  T.  & 

S.  F.  Ry.,  528,  531. 
Gibbe  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Co., 

979. 
Gibson  Fruit  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 

Ry.,  868,  1099. 
Gile  &  Co.  V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  791. 
Gill  V.  Erie  Ry.,  656. 
Gillis  &  Son  v.  P.  B.  &  W.  Ry., 

791,  798. 
Glade  Coal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 

R.  R.,  419,  716,  1056. 
Globe  Milling  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 

P.  Ry.,  600,  776,  1097. 
Gloucest^  Water  Co.  v.  Glouces- 
ter, 218,  254. 
Goerres  Cooperage  Co.  v.  C,  M. 

&  St.  P.  Ry.,  851. 
Goldenberg  v.  Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  818. 
Goldfield  Consolidated  M.  &  T. 

Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

582. 
Goodman  M'fg  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.  Co., 

869. 
Goodrich  v.  Union  Pac.  Ry.,  650. 
Gordon  v.  Manchester  &  L.  R.  R. 

Co.,  934. 
Gottron  Bros.  Co.  v.  G.  &  W.  Ry., 

195,  412,  483,  504,  770,  791, 

793. 
Gough  &  Co.  V.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  816. 
Grain  Rates  in  C.  F.  A.  Territory, 

504,  528,  584,  770,  798,  880. 
Grain  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  Illinois 

Cent.  R.  R.,  230,  263,  436, 

466,  494,  495,  506,  526,  793, 

1056,  1104. 
Grand  Haven  v.  Grand  Haven  W. 

W.,  362. 


Cases  Cited 

are  to  sectioos] 

Grand  Junction  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce V.  D.  &  R.  G.  Ry.,  137, 

789,  791. 
Grand  Junction   Mining   &   Fuel 

Co.  V.  C.  M.  Ry.,  403,  759. 
Grand  Trunk  Railway,  In  re,  114, 

1008. 
Grand    Trunk    Ry.    v.    Railroad 

Conun.  of  Michigan,  131,  150. 
Granger  Cases,  993. 
Grant  Bros.  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 

S.  F.  Ry.,  643. 
Greason  v.  Ry.,  146. 
Great  Northern  Ry.  v.  O'Connor, 

1135. 
Great  Northern  Ry.  v.  Kalispell 

Lumber  Co.,  1050,  1051,  1136. 
Gt,    Northern    Ry.    v.     Loonan 

Lumber  Co.,  1051,  1135. 
Greater   Des   Moines   Conmiittee 

V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  763, 

793. 
Green  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  171. 
Green  Bay  Business  Men's  Ass'n 

V.  B.  &  0.  Ry.,  219. 
Green  Bay  Soap  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 

St.  P.  Ry.,  523. 
Greene  v.  St.  John  &  M.  Ry.,  205. 
Greenbaum  Co.  v.  C.  &  O.  Ry.  Co., 

773,  1046. 
Grenada  OU  Mill  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 

1093. 
Griffee  v.  Burlington  &  M.  R.  Ry., 

627. 
Griflin  v.  Goldsboro  Water  Co., 

620,  649. 
Griffin  v.  So.  W.  Pa.  Pipe  Lines, 

170. 
Griffing  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  505, 

1107. 
Grimes  v.  Minneapolis,  L.  &  M. 

Ry.,  652. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fort 

Grain  Co.,  133. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hefley, 

143, 1050,  1136. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Miami 

S.  S.  Co.,  885,  888. 

[bdii] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

tRgfweac—  le  to  lectbiiil 


Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Nelson, 

132,836. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rail- 
road Cominission  (Tex.),  231, 

392,  401. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  State, 

133,  936. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Texas, 

128,  138. 
Gulf  Coast  Navigation  Co.  v.  K. 

C.  S.  Ry.,  194. 
Gund  &  Co.  V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry., 

185,  759. 
Gustin  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 

R.,  443,  581,  598,  766. 
Guthril  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 

1100. 

H 

Haddock  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R. 

R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  302,  4 

I.  C.  C.  296,  644,  1121. 
Hafey  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  437, 

771. 
Hagan  Iron  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 

R.  R.,  840. 
Hail  V.  Decuir,  149. 
Haines  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R., 

122,  1045. 
Hamilton  v.  Chattanooga,  R.  & 

C.  R.  R.,  766. 
Hampton  Board  of  Trade  v.  Nash- 
ville C.  &  S.  L.  Ry.,  766. 
Hampton  Mf'g  Co.  v.  0.  D.  S.  S. 

Co.,  838,  1044. 
Handy  v.  Railroad  Co.,  677. 
Hanley  v.  Kansas  City  So.  Ry. 

Co.,  125. 
Hanley  Milling  Co.  v.  P.  Co.,  1059. 
Hanna   Coal    Co.   v.   Nor.    Pac, 

824. 
Harbor  City  Wholesale  Co.  of  San 

Pedro  V.  S.  P.  Co.,  119,  753, 

771,  802,  912,  1093. 
Hardaway  v.  Southern  Ry.,  1043, 

1055. 
Hardie  Mfg  Co.  v.  O.  R.  R.  &  N. 

Co.,  704. 

[  Ixiv  ] 


Harding  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R., 

1122. 
Harding  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  R. 

Co.,  756. 
Hare  v.  London  &  Northwestern 

Ry.,  979. 
Harp  v.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  R.  R., 

200,  745,  924. 
Harriman  v.  Interstate  Commerce 

Conunission,  1015,  1141,  1157. 
Harris  v.  Cockermouth  &  W.  R. 

Co.,  674. 
Harris  v.  Duval,  1111. 
Harte  v.  State,  149. 
Harvard  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Ry., 

524,  538,  548. 
Harvey  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  636. 
Haiuigan  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry. 

Co.,  1050. 
Havens  &  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry. 

Co.,  641. 
Haverhill  Box  Board  Co.  v.  B.  & 

A.  R.  R.  Co.,  125,  897. 
Hayden  &  W.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Gulf 

&  S.  I.  R.  R.,  1077. 
Hays  V.   Pennsylvania  Co.,  638, 

680,  684,  713,  717,  718,  720. 
Heard  v.  Georgia  R.  R.,  712. 
Heck  V.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G. 

R.  R.,  135,  187,  1056. 
Hecker-Jones-Jewell    Milling    Co. 

V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  776, 

881. 
Heileman  Brewing  Co.  v.  C,  M. 

&  St.  P.  Ry.,  789. 
Henderson   Elevator  Co.   v.   Illi- 
nois Central  R.  R.,  880. 
Hennepin  Paper  Co.  v.  N.  P.  R. 

R.,  1097. 
Hennington  v.  Georgia,  161. 
Herbeck  Demer  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 

R.  R.,  640,  758. 
Hemdon  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A;  P. 

R.  R.  Co.,  147. 
Hettler  Lumber  Co.  v.  G.  A;  S.  I. 

R.  R.  Co.,  869. 
Hewins  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  & 

H.  R.  R.,  168,  715. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

{References  are  to  sectionBl 


Hezel  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  A. 

&  T.  H.  R.  R.,  625,  678,  714. 
Highland  Park  M'fg  Co.  v.  S.  Rv., 

825,845. 
Hill  V.  P.  R.  R.,  581,  666,  763,  787, 

1058. 
Hillsdale  Coal  &;  Coke  Co.  v.  P. 

R.  R.,  927,  939,  940,  944,  945, 

1011,  1059. 
Hilton   Lumber   Co.    v.    Atlantic 

Coast  Line,  638,  690,  702. 
Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Wilmington 

&  W.  R.  R.,  388,  442,  580, 

581. 
Hines  &  Battle  v.  Wilmington  & 

C.  Ry.,  715. 
Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  B. 

&  0.  R.  R.  Co.,  309,  759,  803, 

804. 
Hocking   Valley   Ry.    v.    United 

States,  915. 
Holbrook  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M. 

R,  R.,  1100, 1102. 
Holcomb,  Hayes  &  Co.  v.  Illinois 

C.  R.  R.,  1105. 
Holdzkom  v.  M.  C.  Ry.,  793. 
Holland  Blow  Stave  Co.  v.  A.  C. 

L.  R.  R.,  517,  773,  793,  1081. 
Holland  v.  Festiniog  R.  Co.,  726. 
HoUingshead  &  B.  v.  P.  &  L.  E., 

868. 
HoUingshead  &  Co.  v.  P.  Co.,  915. 
Holmes  v.  Southern  R.  R.,  563, 

1116,  1122. 
Home  Tdephone  Co.  v.  Los  Ange- 
les, 1137. 
Hood  &  Son  v.  Delaware  &  Hud- 
son, 551,  847. 
Hooker  v.    Interstate   Commerce 

Commission,    227,    235,    304, 

329,457. 
Hooker  v.  Vandewater,  979. 
Hooper  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  449. 
Hooper  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  R., 

865. 
Hooper  v.  Knapp,  1137. 
Hoover  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R,  Co., 

234,  638,  649,  700,  701. 


Hope  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas  & 

P.  Ry.,  419,  697,  716,  1056. 
Hormel  &  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 

Ry.,  253,  347,  349. 
Hot  Springs  v.  Curry,  209. 
Hot  Springs  v.  Western  N.  C.  R. 

R.,  1102. 
Houston  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  N.  & 

W.  Ry.,  1136. 
Houston  D.  &  N.  Co.  v.  Insurance 

Co.,  133. 
Houston,  E.  &  W.  T.Ry.  v.  United 

States,  100,  769,  966,  1140. 
Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Davis, 

132. 
Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.  v.  Mayes, 

144. 
Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.  v.  Rust  &  D., 

613. 
Houston  <fe  T.  C.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 

Storey,  296,  368. 
Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 132. 
Howard  Mills  Co.  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry., 

761. 
Howard  Supply  Co.  v.  C.  &  0.  Ry., 

1136. 
Howell  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W. 

R.  R.,  418,  436,  448,  526,  550, 

766. 
Hoyt  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R., 

202. 
Huerfano  Coal  Co.  v.  C.  &  S.  E. 

R.  R.,  937,  938. 
HuU  V.  So.  Pac.  Co.,  842,  849. 
HuU  Co.  V.  M.  P.  Ry.,  540. 
Humboldt  S.  S.  Co.  v.  White  Pass 

&  Y.  R.,  112,  122,  175,  1048, 

1103. 
Hurlburt  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 

R.  R.,  493,  564,  716,  1091, 

1097, 1112. 
Hurley  v.  Big  Ssmdy  &  C.  Ry.  Co., 

656. 
Hussey  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 

1001. 
Hutchison  C.  &  C.  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 

R.  R.,  646. 

[  Ixv  ] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 


IRefeieacM 

Hutchinson  Mill  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 

S.  F.  Ry.,  820,  849. 
Hydraulic  Press  Brick  Co.  v.  St. 

Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  593,  846. 
Hydraulic  Press  Brick  Co.  v.  Van- 

dalia  R.  R.,  783,  1076. 


Idaho  Commercial  Clubs  v.  Q.  S. 

L.  R.  R.,  408,  589. 
Illinois  C.  Ry.  v.  Behrends,  143. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunnigan,  647. 
Illinois  C.  Ry.  v.  Henderson  E.  Co., 

818, 1050. 
Illinois  C.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  Com. 

Comm.,  358,  1134,  1164. 
Illinois  Central  Ry.  v.  Seitz,  493, 

648. 
Ilwaco  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Oregon 

S.  L.  &  U.  N.  Ry.,  883,  920. 
Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 

&  L.  E.  R.  R.,  549,  580,  787, 

807. 
Independent    Refiners'    Ass'n    v. 

W.  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.,  714,  732, 

1163. 
Independent  Relief  Ass'n  v.  West- 
em  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.,  1097. 
Indian  Supplies,  Re,  641. 
Indiana  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  C, 

R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  774. 
Indianapolis    Freight    Bureau    v. 

Chicago,  C,  C,  &  St.  L.,  197, 

460,  463,  493,  545,  583,  592, 

595,  742,  753,  758,  761,  768, 

771,  776,  790,  791,  793,  833, 

880. 
Indianapolis    Freight    Bureau    v. 

P.  R.  R.,  460,  793,  1068. 
Industrial  Lumber  Co.  y.  St.  L. 

W.  &  G.  Ry.  Co.,  119,  737, 

793. 
Industrial  Railway  Case,  196. 
Industrial  Siding  Case,  924. 
Ingate  v.  Christie,  188. 
Inman,  Akers  Sc  G.  v.  A.  C.  L.  Ry., 

184. 

[Ixvi] 


to  Mctions] 

Inmates  of  National  Homes,  Re, 

1039. 
Interior  Iowa  Cities  Case,  584,  598, 

880,  898,  900. 
International  Agricultural  Corpo- 
ration V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  517, 

776. 
International  Salt  Co.  v.  G.  &  W. 

R.  R.,  731,  791,  793. 
International  &  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

Railroad  Commission  of  Texas, 

882. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.    Alabama    Midland    Ry., 

420,  758,  772,  791,  793,  797, 

798,808,1032,  1033,1144. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

v.A.,T.&S.F.Ry.(231U.S. 

736),  97,  236,  601,  743,  782, 

791,  1038,  1145. 
Interstate  Commerce  Conmiission 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  (234 

U.  S.  294),  129,  150,  177,  196, 

573,  743. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  (50  Fed. 

295),  782,  791, 1163. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.   Baird,  1014,   1021,    1144, 

1147. 
Interstate  Commerce  (Commission 

V.  B.  &  0.  R.  R.  (145  U.  S. 

163),  639,  641,  688,  711,  717, 

718,  720,  727,  758,  1144. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  (225  U.  S. 

326),  646,  705,  708. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  (43  Fed.  37, 

420),  712,  1032,  1162. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Bellaire  C.  &  Z.  R.  R.,  830, 

952,  1141. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Brimson,  1014, 1157. 
Interstate  Commerce  (Dommission 

V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  Co., 

128  Fed.  59,  648,  650,  834. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(References  are  to  saetioiiB] 


Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Chicago  &  Alton  R.  R.  Co., 

945. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Chicago^  B.  &  Q.  R.  R., 

579,  923,  1164. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Chicago  Gt.  W.  Ry.,  420, 

435,  436,  517,  712,  719,  758, 

777,  793,  803, 1005,  1144. 
Interstate  Conunerce  Commission 

V.  C.  P.  &  V.  Ry.,  1145,  1163. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 

775,  1036,  1134. 
Interstate '  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Cinn.,  H.  &  D.  Ry.,  1134. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 

Ry.,    142,    236,    1032,    1033, 

1133,  1141. 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
V.  Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  791,  793, 

1134,  1144. 

Interstate  Conmierce  Commission 

V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R. 

Co.,  216  U.  S.  531,  925,  1141, 

1144,  1148. 
Interstate  Commerce  Conmiission 

V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  (220 

U.  S.  235),  208,  538,  918, 1134.' 
Interstate  Conmierce  Commission 

V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  (64 

Fed.  723),  436,  489,  517,  529, 

1038,  1161. 
Inierstete  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  Ry., 

179,  419,  679,  768,  804,  816, 

1144,1159. 
Interstate  Conmieroe  Conmiission 

V.  Diflfenbaugh,  776, 794, 1144, 

1146. 
Interstate  Commerce  (]k)mmission 

V.  East  Tennessee  V.  &  G.  Ry., 

754,  796, 1161. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Goodrich  Transit  Co.,  134, 

259,  953,  999,  1010,  1133. 


Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Hmnbolt  S.  S.  Co.,   122, 

1137,  1141. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Illinois  C.  R.  R.,  939,  944, 

1132, 1136. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  L.  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  488,  502, 

728, 1161. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.,  414, 

1032,  1141,  1164. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  (5  I. 

C.  C.  Rep.  656),  419,   1032, 

1134,  1161,  1164. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  (227 

U.  S.  88),  1020,  1106,   1134, 

1143,  1146,  1147. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 

V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  (190  U.  S. 

273),  420,  599,  766,  791,  799, 

800,  808,  1135. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  (53 

Fed.  409),  449. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  (73 

Fed.  110),  1061. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  (73 

Fed.  409),  752, 1133,  1145. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  (101 

Fed.  146),  1150. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  (118 

Fed.    613),    370,    447,    768, 

776. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

v.  Nashville,  C.  &  S.  L.  Ry., 

446,  448,  756, 1144. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

v.  N.  E.  Ry.  of  S.  C,  1141. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  New  York  P.  ft  N.  Ry., 

1141. 

[  Ixvii  ] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 


(Refonnces 

InieratAte  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Norfolk  &  W.,   176,  214, 

1032,  1034. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Northampton  Ry.,  1032. 
Interstate  Conmierce  Commission 

V.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  892,  1141, 

1144, 1148. 
Interstate  Conmierce  Conmiission 

V.  Reichman,  744,  1015. 
Interstate  Conmierce  Commission 

V.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ry.,  952. 
Interstate  Conuneroe  Commission 

V.   Southern   Ry.,   755,   791, 

793,  801, 1144. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  1084, 

1150,  1161. 
Interstate  Conmierce  Conunission 

V.   Stickney,   214,   238,   304, 

411,  570,  1035, 1144. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  Texas  &  Pac.,  1153. 
Interstate  Conmierce  Commission 

V.  Union  Pac.  R.  R.  (212  U.  S. 

541),  411,  1132,  1147. 
Interstate  Conmoierce  Commission 

V.  Union  Pac.  R.  R.  (222  U.  S. 

541),  236,  304,  763,  1134. 
Interstate  Conmoierce  Conunission 

V.  Western  A.  R.  R.  Co.  (88 

Fed.  187),  410,  791. 
Interstate  Commerce  Conunission 

V.  Western  A.  R.  R.  Co.  (93 

Fed.  83),  762. 
Interstate  Commerce  Conmiission 

V.  Western  A.  R.  R.  Co.  (181 

U.  S.  29),  808. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

V.  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.,  937,  1162, 

1163. 
Interstate  Stockyards  Co.  v.  In- 
dianapolis Ry.  Co.,  131,  133, 

204. 
I.  C.  C.  Conference  Ruling  No.  281, 

849. 
I.  C.  C.  Conference  Ruling  No.  296, 

916. 

[  Ixviii  ] 


«re  toitctionsl 

I.  C.  C.  Conference  Ruling  No.  374, 

952. 
I.  C.  C.  (Conference  Ruling  No.  381 , 

952. 
Interstate    Consolidated    St.    Ry. 

(Do.  V.  Massachusetts,  400. 
Inverness  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.  Highland  Ry.,  709. 
Investigation  of  Advances  in  Rates 

on  Cement,  In  re,  243,  440. 
Investigation  of  Advances  in  Rates 

on  Grain,  In  re,  228,  753. 
Investigation   of   Alleged   Unrea- 
sonable Rates  on  Meats,  768, 

771,  776,  895. 
Investii^tion  &  Suspension  Docket, 

In  re,  600,  654. 
lola  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  M., 

K.  &  T.  Ry.,  1112. 
Iowa  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  1044. 
Iowa  Barb  Steel  Wire  Co.,  Re, 

1039. 
Iowa  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  Ry., 

ooO. 

Iowa  Grain  Rates,  791. 

Iowa  &  G.  M.  Ry.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q. 

Ry.,  176. 
Iowa-Minnesota    (Dement    Rates, 

504,  521,  784. 
Iowa    State    Board    of    Railroad 

(Commissioners  v.  A.  E.  Ry., 

490,  551,  764,  768,  771,  785, 

791,  894. 
Ireland  &  Rollings  v.  St.  L.  &  S. 

F.  R.  R.,  507. 
Isbell-Brown  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

1048,  1100. 


Jackson  v.  Rogers,  5. 

Jackson  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  Ry., 

1100. 
Jackson  Architectural  Iron  Work^ 

V.  Hurlbut,  785. 
Jackson  &  Perkins  v.  S.  P.  Co., 

835. 
Jacoby  &  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.^  1059, 

1135. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(References  ere  to  secUoBB] 


Jatned  v.  Canadian  P.  R.  R.,  501, 

776,  1086,  1116. 
James  v.   East  Tennessee  V.   & 

G.  R.  R.,  565,  590,  763. 
James  &  A.  Co.  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R., 

491,  528. 
James  &  M.  B.  Co.  v.  C,  N.  O.  & 

T.  P.  Ry.,  763,  776. 
Janesville  Clothing  Co.  v.  C.  & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  803. 
Jennings  v.  Big  Sandy  &  C.  Ry. 

Co.,  145. 
Jennison  Co.  v.  Gt.  Northern  Ry., 

462,  795,  1091. 
Jerome  Hill  Cotton  Co.  v.  Mis- 
souri, K  &  T.  Ry.,  229,  230. 
Jobbins  v.  C.  &  N.  W.,  824. 
Johnson  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  1048. 
Johnson  v.  C,  S.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry., 

817. 
Johnson  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 

754. 
Johnson  v.  Dominion  Exp.  Co., 

208,  918. 
Johnson  v.  Midland  Ry.,  200. 
Johnson  v.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M. 

Ry.,  128,  840. 
Johnson  v.  Pensaoola  &  P.  R.  R., 

612,  614,  649,  672,  675. 
Johnson  A  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

828. 
Johnson  &  Hunt  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M. 

&  8.  Ry.  Co.,  90,  125. 
Johnston-Larimer   D.   G.   Co.   v. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  791, 

Joint  Coal  Rates  to  Clinton,  Iowa, 
468. 

J<Mnt  Rates  with  Washington  West- 
em  Ry.,  195. 

Joint  Water  &  Rail  lines,  Re,  870. 

J(Moe  &  Co.  V.  Illinois  Central  Ry., 
1105. 

Jones  V.  K  C.  S.  Ry.,  1099. 

Jones  V.  Newport  N.  &  M.  V.  R. 
fL,924. 

Jones  V.  Southern  Ry.,  207. 

JoneB  V.  St.  L.  A  S.  F.  R.,  928. 


Jones  Bros.  Co.  v.  M.  &  W.  R. 

R.  R.,  706,  1092. 
Joynes  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  1003, 

1016. 
Jubitz  V.  S.  P.  Co.,  137,  764,  1086. 
Junod  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

787. 
Jurisdiction  in  Alaska,  In  re,  1132, 

1133. 
Jurisdiction  over  Water  Carriers,  In 

re,  163. 

K 

Kansas  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  233, 

585. 
Kansas  City  v.  K.  C.  U.  &  T.  Ry., 

135,  162,  165,  174,  190,  1045. 
Kansas  City  Ass'n  v.  M.  P.  Ry., 

442. 
Kansas  City  So.  Ry.  v.  Kan.  Valley 

Dist.,  148. 
Kansas  City  So.  Ry.  v.  Tonn,  1055. 
Kansas   City  So.   Ry.  v.  United 

States,  256,  365,  854,  856,  953, 

999,  1133. 
Kansas  City  <&  M.  Ry.  Rate  Can- 
cellation, 179,  898. 
Kansas  City  Ry.  v.  Albers  C.  Co., 

1145. 
Kansas  City  Transportation  Bu- 
reau v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  589, 

593,  761,  763,  770,  776,  804. 
Kansas-Iowa  Brick  Rates,  373, 384, 

589,  785,  802. 
Kansas  Pac.  Ry.  v.  McCann,  577. 
Kansas  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Nichols, 

204. 
.Kansas  Wholesale  Grocery  Co.  v. 

A.  &  W.  Ry.,  763. 
Kauffman  Milling  Co.  v.  Mo.  Pac. 

Ry.,  1061. 
Kaufmann   Commercial   Club   v. 

T.  &  N.  D.  Ry.,  808. 
Kaye  &  Carter  Lumber  Co.  v.  C, 

M,  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  831. 
Keats  Auto  Co.  v.  O.  R.  R.  &  N. 

Co.,  793. 
Keller  v.  St.  L.  S.  Ry.,  436. 

[Ixix] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

{References  are  to  tections] 


Kellogg  Food  Co.  v.  G.  T.  Ry.  of 

Canada,  494. 
Kellogg  Toasted  Com  Flake  Co. 

V.  M.  C.  Ry.,  768,  784,  791, 

792. 
Kennebec  Water  Dist.  v.  Water- 

ville,  215,  275,  278. 
Kennedy  &  Co.  v.  St.  L.  S.  W.  Ry., 

837,  840,  874. 
Keuner  Truck  Farmers'  Ass'n  v. 

111.  Cent.  Ry.,  794. 
Kent  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R., 

548. 
Kentucky  &  I.  B.  Co.  v.  Louisville 

&  N.  R.  R.,  129, 174,  870,  882, 

884,   885,    1000,    1011,    1093, 

1133,  1138,  1145, 1148. 
Kentucky  R.  R.  Com'rs  v.  Cincin- 
nati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  446. 
Kentucky  Wagon  Mf'g  Co.  v.  I. 

C.  Ry.,  799. 
Kentucky  Wagon  Mf  g  Co.  v.  Ohio 

&  M.  Ry.,  577. 
Keogh  V.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M. 

Ry.,  137,  967. 
Kessler  &  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R., 

874. 
Kettle  River  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern 

Ry.,  191. 
Keystone  Elevator  Co.,  In  re,  741. 
Kibbe  v.  St.   L.,  B.  &  M.  Ry., 

533. 
Kibler  v.  Southern  Ry.,  566. 
Kile  &  M.  V.  D.  Ry.,  837. 
Kimberly  v.  C.  &  O.  Ry.,  784. 
Kindel  v.  Adams  Express  Co.,  166, 

307,  600,  771,  793. 
Kindel  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  R.,  119, 

121,  764,  766,  841. 
Kindel  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  Ry., 

386,  758,  761,  776. 
Kindelon  &  Co.  v.  Southern  Par 

cific,  1106. 
King  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 

R.,  876. 
Kingfisher  Mill  &  Elevator  Co.  v. 

Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.,  1100. 
Kinnavey  v.  Terminal  R.  R.,  829. 

[kxj 


Kinsley  v.  Buffalo,  N.  Y.  A  P.  R. 

R.,  680,  686. 
Kiser  Co.  v.  Central  of  Ga.  Ry., 

542,  S47,  1078. 
Klauer  Mf'g  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 

Ry.,  503. 
Kleibacker  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  551, 

1087. 
Knapp,  Com.,  in  Board  of  Trade 

of  Lynchburg  v.  Old  Dominion 

S.  S.  Co.,  753. 
Knapp,  Com.,  in  Commercial  Club 

of  Omaha  v.  Chicago  &  N.  R. 

R.,  759. 
Knoxville  v.  Knoxville  Water  Co., 

255,  262,  289,  367,  855. 
Koch  V.  Pennsylvania  Ry.,  805, 

878. 
Koch  Secret  Service  v.  Louisville 

&  N.  Ry.,  689. 
Koehler,  ex  parte,  127,  132,  643, 

791,  793. 
Kurtz  V.  Pa.  Ry.,  451. 

L 

La  Crosse,  M.  &  J.  Union  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  416,  763. 
Lagomarcino-Grup  Co.   v.   I.   C. 

La  Grange  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.  A.  &  W.  P.  Ry.,  202,  599, 

773,  793. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

Ohio,  149. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  v.  Smith, 

400,  727,  993. 
Lamb,  McGregor  &  Co.  v.  C.  & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  1098. 
Lamson  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  650. 
Landers,  Frary  &  Clark  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  507. 
Laner  &  Son  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  804. 
Langdon  v.  Penn.  R.  R.,  635,  659, 

819, 1042. 
Laning-Harris  Coal  &  Grain.  Co. 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  177, 

202. 


Laning-Harris  Coal  &  Grain  Co.  v. 

Missouri  P.  R.,  589,  839. 
Laning-Harris  Coal  &  Grain  Co. 

V.  St.  L.  &  S.  S.  r.  R.  R.y 

1046,  1047,  1048. 

Larkin  Co.  v.  E.  &  W.  T.  Co., 

1047,  1058. 

Larrison  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  Ry., 

640. 
Larson  Lumber  Co.  v.  G.  N.  Rv. 

Co.,  848,  1092. 
LaSalle  &  B.  County  R.  Co.  v. 

Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  814, 

1075,  1080. 
LaSalle  Paper  Co.  v.  M.  C.  Ry., 

16  I.  C.  C.  149,  802. 
Laurel  Mills  v.  Railroad  Co.,  655. 
Lavery  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R. 

R.  R.,  714. 
Lawrence-Wardenburg  Co.   v.   S. 

P.  Co.,  601. 
Lead  Commercial  Club  v.  C.  &  N. 

W.  Ry.,  799. 
League  of  So.  Idaho  Commercial 

Clubs  V.  Ore.  Short  Line,  375, 

784. 
Lebanon  Commercial  Club  v.  L. 

&  N.  Ry.,  137,  776,  791,  793. 
Lee  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  508. 
Liggett  &   Ratt   Spring  Bed   & 

Mf  g  Co.  V.  M.  P.  Ry.,  517. 
Lehigh  Valley  v.  Clark,  1146, 1164. 
Lehigh  Valley  v.   Meeker,   1158, 

1163. 
Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 125. 
Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  v.  Rainey, 

627. 
Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  Co.  v.  United 

States,  552,  813,  821,  1142. 
Lehman  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  804. 
Lehman-Higginson  Grocery  Co.  v. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  793. 
Lemon  v.  PuUman  P.  Car  Co.,  167. 
Leo  P.  Harlow,  Trustee,  v.  W.  S. 

Ry.,  835. 
Leonard  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.,  2 

Int.  Com.  Rep.  419,  568. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

are  to  Motions] 

Leonard  v.  K.  C.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  124, 


[References 


136. 

Leonard  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry.,  1100. 
Lesinsky  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  1107. 
Lewis  V.  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Ry. 

Co.,  890. 
Lewis  V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  786. 
Liberty  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  M.  R. 

R.,  1095. 
Lilly  V.  Northern  Pacific  Ry.,  1051, 

1052,  1162. 
Lincoln  Board  of  Trade  v.  B.  & 

M.  Ry.,  757,  763,  771. 
Lincoln  Board  of  Trade  v.  Mis- 
souri Pac.  Ry.,  758. 
Lincoln  Board  of  Trade  v.  Union 

P.  R.  R.,  1111. 
Lincoln    Creamery    v.    Union    P- 

Ry.,  446. 
Lindsay  Bros.  v.  B.  &  O.  S.  W., 

802,839. 
Lindsay  Bros.  v.  C,  R.  &  I.  R.  R., 

1098. 
Lindsay  Bros.  v.  L.  S.  &  M.  Ry., 

901. 
Lindsay  Bros.  v.  P.  M.  R.  R.,  385, 

386,  467,  846. 
Lippman  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R., 

872,  875. 
Listman  Mill  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M. 

&  S.  P.  Ry.,  805. 
Little  Rock  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  404. 
Little  Rock  &  M.  Ry.  v.  Oppen- 

heimer,  768. 
Little  Rock  &  M.  Ry.  v.  East 

Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  R., 

883,  1138. 
Little  Rock  &  M.  Ry.  v.  St.  Louis 

S.  W.,  657,  870,  885,  927. 
Local  Telephone  Service  at  Pitts- 
burg, 172. 
Loch  Lynn  Construction  Co.  v. 

Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  659, 

758,  920. 
Loftus  V.  Pullman  Co.,  1064,  1122. 
Logan  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co., 

767. 

[Ixxi] 


Table  of 

{R6fcr6BCM 

Logan  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 

Ry.  Co.,  945. 
Logansport  Gas  Co.  v.  Peru,  270. 
London  &  Northwestern  R.  R.  v. 

Evershed,  673. 
Long  Branch  Commission  v.  Tin- 
turn  Manor  Water  Co.,  282, 

319,  362. 
Lorraine  v.  Pittsbiurg  J.  E.  &  E. 

R.  R.,  652. 
Los  Angeles  Switching  Case,  1134. 
Loud  V.  South  Carolina  Ry.,  418, 

443,  521. 
Lough  V.  Outerbridge,  612,  617, 

638,  672,  690. 
Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Phoenix 

Cotton  Oil  Co.,  937. 
Louisiana  Railroad  Comm.  v.  Cum- 
berland Telephone  Co.,  367, 

855. 
Louisiana   Sugar   Planters'   Ass'n 

V.  I.  C.  Ry.,  758. 
Louisiana  &  P.  R.  R.  v.  United 

States,  999. 
Louisville  Board  of  Trade  v.  L  C. 

&  S.  T.  Co.,  165. 
Louisville  Cotton  Seed  Products 

Co.  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  450,  463, 

517. 
Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  C.  R.  R.  v. 

Crown  Coal  Co.,  707. 
Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  C.  R.  R.  v. 

Wilson,  649, 651, 690, 691, 693, 

695. 
Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.,  In  re, 

782,  1122. 
Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Behlmer, 

131,  782,  793, 1135,  1145. 
Louisville  &   N.   Ry.   v.   Brown, 

279,  316,  335,  370,  375,  996. 
Louisville   &   N.    Ry.   Coal   and 

Coke  Rates,    343,   349,  358, 

372,  373,  384,  402,  413,  494, 

858,  1114. 
Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Common- 
wealth, 703,  713,  791. 
Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Cook  Brew. 

Co.,  1013,  1135. 

[Ixxii] 


Cases  Cited 

or*  to  Mctioaf  ] 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Co- 
quillard  Wagon  Wks.,  648. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Cen- 
tral S.  Y.  Co.,  148,  923,  937. 

Louisville  v.  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dick- 
erson,  1158. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Eu- 
bank, 143. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Finn,  1145. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Fulgnam, 
649,  701. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Garrett, 
304,  306,  1133,  1134,  1137, 
1142,  1151. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Higden,  148. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C. 
(184  Fed.  118),  130,  449, 
1021,  1134,  1144,  1146,  1157. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C, 
(195  Fed.  118),  997,  1007, 
1009. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C. 
.  (206  U.  S.  142),  1073. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  M., 
St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  Ry.,  193, 
1046. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Mottley, 
656,  826. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Scott,  1013. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Siler,  997. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  State,  928. 

LouisviUe  &  N.  v.  U.  S.  (218  Fed. 
89),  1154. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Van  Cleave, 
124,  136. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Walker, 
768. 

Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  West 
Coast  N.  S.  Co.,  175. 

Louisville,  N.  O.  &  T.  R.  R.  v. 
State,  164. 

Louisiana  &  P.  Ry.  v.  U.  S.,  1134, 
1147. 

Loup  Creek  Colliery  Co.  v.  Vir- 
ginian Ry.,  874,  893. 

Lowe  V.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ry,  Co., 
146. 

Lowrey  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  1138. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[References  are  to  sectioiis] 


Ludowici-Celadon   Co.    v.    A.    C. 

L.  R.  R.y  845. 
Ludowici-Celadon  Co.   v.   M.   P. 

Ry.,  869. 
Luken  v.  Lake  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  16L 
Lull  Carriage  Co.  v.  C.  K.  &  S. 

Ry.,  589. 
Lum  V.  G.  N.  Ry.,  1085, 1087. 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Railroad,  234,  776. 
Lumber  from  Louisiana  to  North 

Atlantic  Points,  1114. 
Lumbermen's    Exchange    of    St. 

Louis  V.  A.  &  S.  R.  Ry.,  764, 

768,  770,  793. 
Lumber  Rates,  In  re,  784,  787, 

789,  791,  899. 
Lumber  Rates  from  Memphis  and 

other  Points  to  New  Orleans, 

458,  895. 
Lumber  Rates  from  S.  W.,  383, 401. 
Lumber  Rates  Texas,  etc.,  to  Okla- 
homa and  Missouri,  405,  763, 

768, 1114. 
Lunquist   v.    Grand   Trunk   Ry., 

208,  538,  918. 
Lynah  &  Read  v.  B.  &  0.  Ry., 

804. 
Lynde  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  1109. 
Lykes  S.  8.  Line  v.  C.  U.,  112, 

113. 

M 

MacBride  C.  &  C.  Co.  v.  St.  P., 

M.  &  O.  Ry.,  1045. 
Macloon  v.  Boiston  &  M.  R.  R., 

590,  715. 
Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

1056. 
Majestic   Coal   &   Coke   Co.   v. 

Illinois  C.  R.  R.,  944. 
Manahan  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  899. 
Manchester  &  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 

Concord  R.  R.,  979. 
Mannheim  Lis.  Co.  v.  Erie  &  W. 

T.  Co.,  629, 845. 
Manning  v.  C.  &  A.  R.  R.,  1011. 
Blansion  House  Ass'n  v.  London 

&  S.  W.  Ry.,  118. 


Manufacturers'  Coal  Rates  Case, 

703. 
Manufacturers'  Construction  Ma- 
terial Case,  703. 
Manufacturers  &  Jobbers'  Union 

V.  Minneapolis  &  S.  L.  R.  R., 

456,  581,  767,  768,  1111. 
Manufacturers  &  Merchants'  Ass'n 

V.  A.  &  A.  R.  R.,  174, 773, 793, 

898,  1041,  1057,  1092. 
Manufacturers  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  176,  187,  190, 

192, 193,  195,  575,  738,  1098. 
Marian  Coal  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 

R.  R.,  392,  396, 1083. 
Maricopa  County  Commercial  Club 

V.  S.  P.  Co.,  874. 
Maritime  Exchange  v.  P.  R.  R., 

402,1044. 
Marshall  &  M.  G.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis 

&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  868. 
MarshaU  Oil  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 

Ry.,  443,  523,  534,  965. 
Marten  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  793. 
Martin  v.  Oregon  Ry.  &  N.  Co., 

147. 
Martin  v.  So.  P.,  588. 
Maryland  Tel.  Co.  v.  Simons  Sons 

Co.,  305. 
Masee  &  Felton  Lumber  Co.  v.  S. 

Ry.,  505,  776,  795. 
Massachusetts-Maine  Wool  Rates, 

756,  1081. 
Masurite  Explosive  Co.  v.  Pitts- 

buig  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.,  523. 
Mathews  v.  Board  of  Corp.  Comm., 

221,  322,  761. 
Matter  of  Allied  Unlawful  Rates, 

141. 
Matter  of  Allowance  to  Elevators, 

737. 
Matter  of  Allowances  for  the  Trans- 
fer of  Sugar,  180. 
Matter  of  Car  Shortage,  934. 
Matter  of  Elevation  Allowances, 

183. 
Matter  of  Proposed  Advances  in 

Freight  Rates,  828,  1016. 

[Ixxiii] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[RefereacM  or*  to  wdioos] 


Matter  of  Released  Rates,  436. 
Matter  of  Through  Routes,  831. 
Mjattingly   v.    Pennsylvania   Co., 

870. 
Mattison    v.    Pennsylvania    Co., 

1001,  1059, 1074,  1102. 
Mauldin  v.  Seaboard  Air  Ldne  Ry. 

Co.,  935. 
Maxwell  v.  W.  F.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

822,824,1117. 
May  Bros.  v.  Y.  &  M.  V.  R.  R., 

352,  699,  926. 
Mayor  &  Council  of  Boston  v. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  771,  1074. 
Mayor  &  Council  of  Douglas  v. 

A.  B.  &  A.  R.  R.,  405,  406, 

598. 
McCloud  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  S. 

P.  Co.,  193,  595,  892. 
McCullough  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  787, 

791,  894. 
McDuffee  v.  Portland  &  R.  R.  R. 

Co.,  209,  642,  717. 
McElvain  v.  Railroad,  913. 
McGrew  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  R., 

465,  547,  787, 1086. 
Mcintosh  v.  Or^on  Ry.  &  Nav. 

Co.,  203. 
McLaughlin  G.  K.  Co.  v.  Maine 

S.  S.  Co.,  518. 
McLean  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 

R.  R.,  1049. 
McMorran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 

580,  1116. 
McNeer  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.,  690. 
McNeill  V.  Durham  &  C.  R.  R. 

Co.,  648. 
McNeill  V.  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  133. 
McRae  Grocery  Co.  et  al.  v.  South- 
em  Ry.,  1101,  1103. 
McRae  Terminal  R.  Co.  v.  South- 
em  Ry.,  926. 
Meeker  &  Co.  v.  L.  V.  Ry.,  256, 

352,  527,  631,  790,  1110,  1162. 
Memphis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  I.  C. 

C.  Ry.,  407, 446, 459,  593, 799. 
Memphis  Freight  Bureau  v.  B.  & 

0.  R.  R.  Co.,  117,  120,  799. 

[Ixxiv] 


Memphis   Freight   Bureau   v.  F. 

S.  &  W.  Ry.,  699,  790. 
Memphis  Freight  Bureau  v.  I.  C. 

R.  R.,  405. 
Memphis   Freight   Bureau  v.  L. 

&  N.  R.  R.,  356,  444. 
Memphis  Freight  Bureau  v.  St. 

L.  S.  W.  Ry.,  704,  776,  1078, 

1093. 
Memphis  Grain  &  Hay  Ass'n  v. 

St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  212. 
Memphis  News  Co.  v.  Southern 

Ry.  Co.,  203. 
Menacho  v.  Ward,  618,  672,  690. 
Menefee  Lumber  Co.  v.  T.  &  P. 

Ry.,  452,  823. 
Mercantile  Lumber  &  Supply  Co. 

V.  St.  L.  S.  W.  Ry.,  825,  840. 
Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Columbus 

S.  &  H.  R.  R.,  924. 
Merchants'  Cotton  Press  &  Storage 

Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  657,  660, 

742,  758. 
Merchants'  C.  P.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Insur- 
ance Co.  of  North  America, 

648,834. 
Merchants'  Dispatch  Storage  Co. 

V.  I.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  737. 
Merchants'    Freight    Bureau     of 

Little  Rock  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 

Ry.,  793,  803. 
Merchants'     Freight    Bureau    of 

Little  Rock  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry., 

786. 
Merchants'  Union  of  Spokane  v. 

N.  P.,  1160. 
Merchants'  &  Manufacturers'  Ass'n 

v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  396. 
Merchants'  &  Manufacturers'  Ass'n 

v.  Balthnore  &  O.  R.  R.,  179. 
Merchants'  &  Manufacturing  Ass'n 

v.  Penn.  R.  R.,  929. 
Meridan  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  V.  S.  & 

P.  Ry.,  468,  504. 
Meridian  B'd  of  Trade  v.  A.  G.  S. 

Ry.,  791,  793. 
Meridian  Fertilizer  Factory  v.  T, 

&  P.  Ry.,  495, 552, 699, 897. 


Table  op 

[Refaraaces 

Merachom,  S.  P.  &  Co.  v.  Central 
Ry.,  793. 

Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R., 
619,672,690,711,717. 

Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co. 
V.  A.  A.  R.  R.,  498,  504,  518, 
583,  641,  700,  704,  794,  795. 

Metropolitan  Trust  Co.  v.  Hous- 
ton &  T.  C.  R.  R.,  216,  257, 
287,  322,  355. 

Michigan  Box  Co.  v.  Flint  &  P. 
M.  R.  R.,  507,  513, 1111. 

Michig^  Congress  Water  Co.  v. 
Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  R.,  1093, 
1112. 

Michigan  Copper  &  Brass  Co.  v. 
D.  S.  S.  &  A.  Ry.,  212,  386, 
509,804. 

Michigan  Hardwood  Mfrs  Ass'n 
V.  Transcontinental  Freight 
Bureau,  1080,  1089. 

Michigan  Seating  Co.  v.  G.  T.  W. 
Ry.,  519. 

Michigan  Upper  Peninsula  Pig- 
iron  Rates,  469,  654. 

Middlesboro  Board  of  Trade  v. 
L.  &  N.  Ry.,  585,  761. 

Milbum  Wagon  Co.  v.  L.  S.  &  M. 
S.  Ry.,  163,  502,  545,  761, 
850, 1107. 

Mileage  Books,  In  re,  840. 

Mileage,  Excursion  and  Commuta- 
tion Tickets,  In  re,  689. 

Miles  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry., 
1051. 

Milk  Producers'  Protective  Ass'n 
V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R., 
125,  347,  374,  520,  594,  652, 
766,  784,  1086,  1088. 

Millinery  Jobbers  Ass'n  v.  Ameri- 
can Express  Co.,  483. 

Milwaukee  Chamber  of  Commerce 
V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  416, 
763,  787. 

Milwaukee  Chamber  of  Commerce 
v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  R.,  768. 

Milwaukee  Electric  Co.  v.  C,  M. 
&  St.  P.  Ry.,  786. 


Cases  Cited 

•re  tosectioiu] 

Milwaukee  Elec.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mil- 
waukee,  257,   285,   287,  304, 

312,  333,  365,  368,  369,  370, 

471. 
Milwaukee  P.  &  F.  Exch.  v.  Crosby 

Transp.  Co.,  163. 
Mine  Ratings,  In  re,  188,  253,  776, 

939. 
Miner  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H. 

R.  R.,  594,  1137. 
Minneapolis  Chamber  of  Commerce 

v.  Great  Northern  Ry.,  1096. 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v.  Minne- 
sota, 238,  325,  370,  400,  411, 

1035,  1139. 
Minneapolis   Steel   &    Machinery 

Co.  V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 

1104. 
Minneapolis    Threshing    Machine 

Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  635, 

1041. 
Minneapolis    Threshing    Machine 

Co.  V.  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry., 

238,  1023,  1085. 
Minnesota  Rate  Cases,  131,  854, 

857,  964,  1140,  1152. 
Mississippi  River  Case,  491,  585, 

761,  803. 
Missouri  &  Illinois  Coal  Co.  v. 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  917. 
Missouri  &  Kansas  Shippers'  Ass'n 

V.  M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  786, 1133. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 

Fookes,  132. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  Harri- 

man  Bros.,  835. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Conmiission, 

236,   304,    1022,    1137,    1142, 

1145, 1148, 1154. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  Love, 

284,  316,  375,  406,  765. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  McCann, 

862. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  New  Era 

MiUing  Co.,  871. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  Trinity 

C.  L.  Co.,  701. 

[Ixxv] 


Tabub  of  Cases  Cited 

[References 

Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Kansas, 


147. 
Missouri    Pacific   Ry.   v.    Keyes, 

a04. 
Missouri    Pacific    Ry.    v.    Larra- 

bee  Flour  Mills,  129. 
Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Neb.,  1137. 
Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Smith,  225, 

237. 
Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Texas  &  P. 

Ry.,  793. 
Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Tucker, 

304,  306,  342,  399,  1137. 
Missouri  Rate  Cases,  1152. 
Missouri   T.    K.   Shippers'   Ass'n 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  nil. 
Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  R.,  196,  635,  731, 

1084,  1085,  1134,  1136,  1137, 

1142. 
Mixon-McClintock  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  137. 
Mobile  Chamber  of  Conunerce  v. 

M.  &  O.  Ry.  Co.,  114, 623, 768. 
Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  State, 

997. 
Mobile  &  O.  Ry.  v.  Dismukes,  818. 
Moise  Brothers'  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I. 

&  P.  Ry.,  787. 
Molasses  Rates  from  Mobile,  116, 

509,  510,  632,  739. 
Monroe    Progressive    League    v. 

St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  784, 

808. 
Montague  &  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 

Ry.,  532. 
Montana  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 

Ry.,  1110. 
Montana  Union  Ry.  Co.  v.  Lang- 

lois,  209. 
Montell  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  R., 

nil. 

Montezuma  v.  C.  of  G.  Ry.,  583, 

598,  599. 
Montgomery    Freight   Bureau   v. 

L.  &  N.  Ry.,  793. 
Montgomery   Freight   Bureau    v. 

Western  Ry.  of  Ala.,  764, 1103. 

[Ixxvi] 


•re  to  sectiou]. 

Montpelier  &  W.  R.  R.  R.  v.  United 

States,  826. 
Moore  v.  D.  &  R.  G.  R.  R.  Co., 

1114. 
Moran  &  Son  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.,  628. 
More  Produce  Co.  v.  C,  M.  Sc 

St.  P.  Ry.,  1041. 
Morgan  v.  M.,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co., 

1101. 
Motgan  Grain  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L.  Ry., 

216,  221,  311,  381,  385,  452, 

757,  971,  1023. 
Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co. 

V.  Railroad  Commission,  463. 
Morran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  764. 
Morrell  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry.,  448, 

450,458. 
Morris,  Re,  627. 
Morris  Iron  Co.  v.  B.  &  0.  R.  R., 

884,  886,  929. 
Morrisdale  Coal  Co.  v.  Penn.  R.  R., 

939, 1043. 
Morse  Bros.  Co.  v.  O.  R.  I.  &  P. 

Ry.,  770. 
Morton  Salt  Co.  v.  M.  L.  &  T. 

R.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  840. 
Motorcycle  M'frs  Ass'n  v.  B.  & 

0.  R.  R.,  507. 
Mousen  &  Co.  v.  Gila  V.  G.  &  N. 

Ry.,  1048. 
Mountain  Fruit  Co.  v.  Southern 

Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  890. 
Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 

R.  R.,  343,  468,  546,   1077, 

1091,  1093,  1097,  1099. 
Mt.  Vernon  Milling  Co.  v.  Chicago, 

M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  920. 
Multnomah  Lumber  and  Box  Co. 

V.  S.  P.  Co.,  382,  402. 
Muncie  &  W.  R.  R.,  Re,  195. 
Munn   V.   Illinois,    10,    189,   302, 

992. 
Murphy  v.  Wabash  R.  R.,  417. 
Murphy  Bros.  v.   New  York  C. 

&  H.  R.  R.  R.,  1105. 
Murray  Lighterage  &  Tr.  Co.  v. 

D.  &  H.  Co.,  163,  178. 
Muschamp  L.  &  P.  J.  Ry.,  863. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 


[RorafCBCM  wo 

Muskogee    Commercial    Club    v. 

M.,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.,  676. 
Muskogee  Traffic  Bureau  v.  A., 

T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  384,  593,  695, 

770. 
Mutual  Rice  Trade  &  Develop- 
ment Afls'ii  V.  I.  A  G.  N.  R. 

R.,  551,  593,  776. 
Mutual  Tr.  Co.  v.  United  States, 

126,  134,  163. 
Myer  v.  C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  497. 
Myers  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  444, 

507,  508,  514,  1065. 

N 

Nashua  &  L.  R.  R.  v.  Boston  & 

L.  R.  R.,  359. 
Nashville  Grain  Exch.  v.  United 

States,  1021,  1089,  1148. 
Nassau  Advancement  Ass'n  v.  C. 

&  N.  W.  Ry.,  785,  793. 
National  Ass'n  of  Letter  Carriers 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  689. 
National  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  0.  R. 

R.,  941,  943,  1059. 
National  Hay  Ass'n  v.  L.  S.  &  M. 

S.  Ry.,  390,  444,  500,  532,  777, 

1116. 
National  Hay  Ass'n  v.  M.  C.  R. 

R.,  253,  394,  439,  502,  552, 

1063,  1113. 
National    League  of  Commission 

Merchants  of  U.  S.  v.  A.  C.  L. 

Ry.,  783. 
National  Lumber  Co.  v.  S.  P.  L. 

A.  &  St.  R.  R.,  1085. 
National  Lumber  Exporters'  Ass'n 

v.  K.  C.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  117,  125. 
National  Lumber  Exporters'  Ass'n 

V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  117, 

262,  352,  397. 
National  M'fg  Co.  v.  Chicago  G. 

W.  Ry.,  1057. 
National  Mohair  Growers'  Ass'n 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  515. 
National  Petroleum  Aas'n  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  1082. 


toMctfons] 

National  Petroleum  Ass'n  v.  L.  & 

N.  R.  R.  623,  913. 
National  Pole  Co.  v.  C.  A  N.  W. 

Ry.,  1136. 
National  Refining  Co.  v.  Atchison, 

T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  1084,  1110. 
National  Refining  Co.  v.  C,  C, 

C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  517,  809. 
National  Refining  Co  v.  Mo.  Pac. 

Ry.,  462,  776. 
National  Refrigerator  &  Butchers' 

Supply  Co.  V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  & 

M.  Ry.,  791. 
National^Syrup  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 

Ry.,  382,  1087,  1106. 
National   Wholesale  Lumber  Co. 

V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  179. 
National  Wholesale  Liunber  Deal- 
ers Ass'n  V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R. 

R.,  180. 
National  W.  W.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City, 

286,289. 
National  Wool  Growers'  Ass'n  v. 

O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  211,  397,  1057, 

1094,  1098,  1110. 
National  Wool  Growers'  Case,  184. 
Natural  Operating  Obstacles,  403. 
Nebraska-Iowa  Grain  Co.   v.   U. 

P.  R.  R.,  731,  1007. 
Nebraska  Material  Co.  v.  C,  B. 

&  Q.  Ry.,  791. 
Nebraska  Maximum  Freight  Rates 

Case,  408. 
Nebraska    State    Railway    Com- 
mission V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  343, 

786. 
Nebraska  State  Railway  Commis- 
sion  V.  Un.   Pac.   Ry.,   456, 

795. 
Neosho    Milling    Co.    v.    Kansas 

City  So.  Ry.,  812. 
Newark  Machine  Co.  v.  P.  C.  C. 

A  St.  L.,  881. 
Newding  v.  M.  R.  &  T.  Ry.,  1053. 
Newland  v.  Northern  P.  R.  R., 

229. 
Newman  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R. 

R.,  850,  869. 

[Ixxvii] 


Table  of 

(References 

Newton  Gum  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  Co., 

850. 
New  Albany  Furniture  Co.  v.  M. 

J.  &  K.  C  Iv.  R.y  877. 
New  England  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

N.  &  W.  Ry.,  180,  812,  814. 
New  England  Investigation,  350, 

363,  386,  791,  799,  916,  984. 
New   Jersey   Fruit   Exchange   v. 

Central  R.  R.,  127. 
New  Memphis  Gas  Light  Co.  v. 

New  Memphis,  313. 
New  Mexico  ex  rel.  v.  Denver  & 

R.  G.  R.  R.  Co.,  161. 
New  Mexico  Coal  Rates,  898. 
New  Orleans  B.  of  T.  v.  Illinois 

Central  Ry.,  764,  794,   841, 

881. 
New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch.  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  R., 

125,  388,  445,  580,  1093. 
New    Otleans    Cotton    Exch.    v. 

Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  224,  413, 

419,  586,  804. 
New    Orleans    Cotton    Exch.    v. 

Louisville,  N.  O.  &  T.  Ry.,  812. 
New   Orleans   Live   Stock   Exch. 

V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  354,  586. 
New  Pittsburg  Coal  Co.  v.  H.  V. 

Ry.,  115,  453,  757,  764,  901, 

1042,  1063,  1074. 
New  York  ex  rel.  v.  Knight,  129. 
New  York  Bd.  of  Trade  &  Transp. 

V.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  114, 

714,  817. 
New    York    Butter    and    Cheese 

Rates,  356,  858. 
New  York  Central  &  H.  R.  R.  R. 

Consolidation,  970. 
New  York  Central  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

Board  of  Hudson  Co.,  174. 
New  York  Central  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

Int.  Com.  Comm.,  116,  1034, 

1063. 
New  York  Central  v.  United  States, 

633,634. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Fi- 
nances, 970. 

[  Ixxviii  ] 


Cases  Cited 

ore  to  MctioiiBl 

New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

Int.  Com.  Comm.,  644,  821, 

919,  1141. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

New  York,  161. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

Piatt,  836,  870. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

ScoviU,  209. 
New  York  &  N.  Ry.  v.  New  York 

&  N.  E.  R.  R.,  883,  884. 
New  York  Produce  Exch.  v.  Balti- 
more &  O.  R.  R.,  416,  753, 

758,  1002. 
New  York  Produce  Exch.  v.  N. 

Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.,  121,  764. 
New  York  T.  &  M.  R.  R.  v.  Galla- 
gher, 721. 
Nicholson   v.   Gt.    Western   Ry., 

536,  684,  726. 
Nitshill  Coal  Co.  v.  Caledonian 

Ry.,  804. 
Noble  V.  G.  T.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  847. 
Noble  V.  J.  L.  C.  &  E.  R.  R.,  868, 

1097. 
Noble  V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  1097. 
NoUenberger   v.   Missouri   Pacific 

Ry.,  1083. 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  R.  v.  Pa.,  132, 136. 
Norfolk  &  W.  Ry.  v.  United  States, 

449,  602,  770,  1042,  1147. 
Norman  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 

R.  R.,  901. 
Norrisdale  Coal  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry., 

1036. 
Northern  Lumber  Mfg  Co.  v.  T. 

&  P.  Ry.,  833,  1048. 
Northern  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Keyee, 

395,  406,  765,  963. 
North  Bros.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 

588,802. 
No.  Caix)lina  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Lack- 

eiy,  187. 
North  Fork  Cannel  Coal  Co.  v. 

A.  A.  R.  R.,  382,  402,  759,  793, 

850. 
North    Staflfordshirc    Ry.    Co.    v. 

Salt  Union,  Ltd.,  571. 


Table  of  Casbs  Citep 


[lUferMiiMS 

Northwesiem  I.  G.  &  S.  S.  Ajss'n 

V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  374, 

448,  716. 
Northwestern  Leather  Co.  v.  O.  R. 

R.  &  N.  Co.,  593,  595. 
Norwich  Gas  &  E.  Co.  v.  City  of 

Norwich,  276,  310. 
Nucoa  Butter  Co.  v.  E.  R.  R.,  526. 
Nutting  V.  Conn.  R.  R.  R.,  863. 

O 

Oak    Grove   Fann   Creamery    v. 

Adams  Exp.  Co.,  509,  534. 
O'Brien  &  Co.  v.  N.  P.,  1053. 
O'Brien  Commercial  Co.  v.  C.  & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  1086. 
Ocean  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Savannah  L. 

W.  A  S.  Co.,  203. 
Ocheltree  Grain  Co.  v.  Chicago 

R.  R.  A  P.,  1083. 
Ocheltree  Grain  Co.  v.  Texas  & 

P.  R.  R.,  1100. 
Ohio  Allied  With  Product  Shippers 

v.  E.  Ry.,  436,  761. 
Ohio  Coal  Co.  v.  Whitcomb,  744. 
Ohio  Face  Brick  M'frs  Ass'n  v. 

Adams  Express  Co.,  385. 
Ohio  Foundry  Co.  v.  P.,  C,  C.  & 

St.  L.  Ry.,  851. 
Ohio  Iron  &  Metal  Co.  v.  C,  M. 

&  St.  P.  Ry.,  177. 
Ohio  Iron  &  Metal  Co.  v.  Wabash 

R.  R.,  450. 
Ohio  River  Hay  Rates,  585.  • 
Oklahoma  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 

R.  It,  1076. 
Oklahoma  &  Ark.  Coal  Traffic  Bu. 

V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.,  455. 
Oklahoma-Colorado  Potato  Rates, 

771. 
Oklahoma  Grain  Rates,  898. 
Oklahoma  Portland  C^nent  Co. 

V.   M.,   K.  &  T.   Ry.,   467, 

771. 
Olanta  Coal  M.  Co.  v.  Beech  Creek 

R.  R.,  924. 
Olcott  v.  Supervisors,  13. 


■re  to  MctiofM] 

Old  Dominion  C.  &  S.  Co.  v.  P. 

R.  R.,  825. 
Omaha  &  C.  B.  St.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Int. 

Com.  Comm.,  165, 1141. 
Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  632. 
Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C,  M. 

&  St.  P.  Ry.,  802. 
Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C.  & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  581,  763. 
Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C,  R. 

I.  &  P.  Ry.,  467,  584,  585,  778, 

793,  795,  1081,  1095,  1106. 
Omaha-Wisconsin  Grain  Rates,  770. 
Ontario  Iron  Ore  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 

&  H.  R.  R.  R.,  384,  791. 
Order  of  Railway  Conductors,  Re, 

1039. 
Order    of    Railway    Conductors, 

Traders  &  Travelers  Union  v. 

Phila.  &  Reading  R.  R.,  Re, 

1039. 
Oregon  Limiber  Co.  v.  O.  R.  R.  & 

N.  Co.,  540. 
Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell, 146,  148. 
Oregon  Ry.  &  N.  Co.  v.  Coolridge, 

1055. 
Oregon  Ry.  A  N.  Co.  v.  Fairchild, 

1143, 1145,  1154. 
Oregon  Short  Line  &  V.  N.  Ry. 

Co.  v.  Northern  Pacific  Ry. 

Co.,  870,  885,  936,  1079. 
Oregon    &    Washington    Lumber 

Manufacturers'  Ass'n  v.  So. 

Pac.     Ry.,    417,     595,     796, 

808. 
Or^on  &  Washington  Liunber  v. 

U.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  435,  460,  508, 

802. 
Osborne  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

787. 
Oskosh  Logging  Tool  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  Ry.,  1078. 
Oster  Bros.  v.  M.  L.  &  T.  R.  R.  & 

S.  S.  Co.,  1048,  1109. 
Otlinfi^  v.  So.  Pac.  R.  R.,  627, 

1086. 

[Ixxix] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

IR«fcr6BCM  are  to  saetioot] 


Oxlade  v.  North  Eastern  R.  Co., 

674. 
Ozark  Bell  Tel.  Co.  v.  Springfield, 

304. 
Ozark  Fruit  Growers'  Ass'n  v.  St. 

L.  k  S.  F.  Ry.,  396,  509,  759, 

765. 


Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M. 

&  St.  P.,  396,  1057,  1105. 
Pacific  Coast  Biscuit  Co.  v.  S.  P. 

&  S.  Ry.,  482,  850. 
Pacific  Creamery  Co.  v.  S.  P.,  505. 
Pacific  Coast  Jobbers  &  M'frs  Ass'n 

V.  8.  P.,  177. 
Pacific  Coast  Lumber  M'frs  Ass'n 

V.  N.  P.  Ry.,  468,  896. 
Pacific  Stationery  &  Printing  Co. 

V.  O.  W.  R.  R.  &  N.,  507. 
Page  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry., 

497,  500,  501,  529,  712,  1065, 

1096. 
Paine  v.  Penn.  Ry.,  713. 
Paine  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Lehigh  Val- 
ley R.  R.,  536,  687,  725,  1102, 

UlL 
Paine  Lumber  Co.  v.  C,  C,  C.  & 

St.  L.  Ry.,  816. 
Page  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R., 

489,  515. 
Palatka  Waterworks   v.   Palatka, 

306. 
Palo  Alto  Case  before  the  Calif.  R. 

R.  Conun.,  293. 
Paola  Refining  Co.  v.  M.,  K.  & 

T.  Ry.,  965. 
Panking  &  Holmes  v.  C.  N.  E.  Ry., 

450. 
Paragon  Phister  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 

H.  R.  R.  R.,  699,  791. 
Paragould  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  P., 

868. 
Parkhurst  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co., 

877. 
Parks  v.  Cincinnati  &  M.  V.  R.  R., 

715. 
Parmelec  v.  Lowitz,  865. 

[Ixxx  ] 


Parsons  v.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  Ry., 
612,  764,  873. 

Partrid^  Co.  v.  B.  is,  M.  R.  R., 
1104. 

Partridge  h  Sons  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry., 
773. 

Party  Rate  Tickets,  Re,  689. 

Passenger  Tariffs,  Re,  625. 

Passenger  Tariffs  and  Rate  Wars, 
In  re,  823. 

Passes  for  Charitable  Institutions, 
Re,  642. 

Patten  v.  Wisconsin  Central  Ry., 
1100. 

Paxton  Tie  Co.  v.  Detroit  S.  R.  R., 
630,  652,  816,  1056. 

Payne  V.  M.  O.  L.  &  T.  R.  R.  v. 
S.  C.  Co.,  844. 

Payne^ardner  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 
771,  776. 

Peale,  Peacock  &  Kerr  v.  Central 
R.  R.  Co.  of  N.  J.,  183,  816, 
822,  829,  1053,  1085. 

Peavey  &  Co.  v.  Union  Pacific  R. 
R.,  182,  660,  741,  745,  1089, 
1152. 

Pecos  Mercantile  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  791. 

Pelham  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  600. 

Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Louisville, 
N.  A.  &C.  R.  R.,  1039,  1111. 

Pennsylvania  Millers'  State  Ass'n 
V.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  R., 
135,  574,  714,  768,  784,  814. 

Pennsylvania  R.  R.  v.  Hughes,  884. 

Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Inter- 
national Coal  Mining  Co.,  627, 
648,  653,  715,  803,  1085. 

Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Phila- 
delphia County,  231,  238,  305, 
310,  313,  316,  327,  392,  394, 
401,  410. 

Pennsylvania  Refining  Co.  v.  West- 
em  N.  Y.  k  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  724, 
729,  937,  1144. 

People  V.  Budd,  11. 

People  V.  Chicago  k  A.  R.  R., 
928. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[RaferancM  or*  to  Mctioaf ] 


People  V.  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  Ry., 

1005,  1012. 
People  ex  rel.  v.  St.  L.  A.  &  T.  H. 

R.  R.,  930. 
People  V.   Western   Union   Tele- 
graph Co.,  865. 
People  ex  rel.  v.  Willcox,  280. 
People  ex  rel.  D.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

Stevens,  268. 
People's  Fuel  &  Supply  Co.  v.  G. 

T.  W.  Ry.,  874,  899,   1080, 

1114. 
Perk  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co., 

302. 
Perkins  v.  Northern  Pacific  Ry. 

Co.,  269. 
Perry  v.  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  R., 

766,  1122. 
Petition  of  Toledo  Produce  Ex- 
change, Re,  1064,  1065. 
Phelps  V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  419,  567, 

716,  814. 
Philadelphia  &  R.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 

Commerce  Commission,   465, 

778,  1007,  1036. 
Philadelphia    Veneer    &    Lumber 

Co.  V.  C.  Ry.  of  N.  J.,  793, 804. 
Phillips  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 

768,  1122. 
Phillips-Trawick-James  Co.  v.  So. 

Pac.  Ry.,  791. 
Phipps  V.  London  &  Northwestern 

Ry.,  420,  454,  772,  782. 
Pierce  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  Ry., 

177. 
Pierce  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 

R.  Co.,  126,  177,  705,  847. 
Pioneer  Tel.  A  Tel.  Co.  v.  Westen- 

haver,  283. 
Pipe  Lines,  In  re,  170, 1007. 
Pitts  &  Son,  H.  B.,  v.  St.  Louis  & 

S.  F.  Ry.,  844,  1056. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  &  S.  L.  Ry.  v.  Balti- 
more &  O.  R.  R.,  688,  812. 
Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v. 

Knox,  1013,  1047. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.   v. 

MitcheU,  758. 


Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v.  Mor- 
ton, 202. 
Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v. 

State  ex  rel,  146, 148. 
Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  P., 

C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  659,  788, 

790,  793,  803. 
Pittsburgh  Steel  Co.  v.  L.  S.  &  M. 

S.  Ry.,  185,  405,  465. 
Pittsburgh  Vein  Operators  of  Ohio 

v.  P.  Co.,  128, 137,  397. 
Pittsbiurg  Vein  Operators  v.  So. 

Pac.  Ry.,  140. 
Planters  Compress  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land, C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  417, 

489,  498,  535. 
Planters'  Gin  &  Compress  Co.  v. 

G.  &  M.  V.  Ry.,  793,  799, 

804. 
Platten  Produce  Co.  v.  K.  L.  S. 

&  C.  Ry.,  1058,  1097. 
Plmnmer  Co.  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  43. 
Pole  Stock  Lumber  Co.  v.  G.  & 

S.  I.  R.  R.,  835,  1048. 
Ponchatoula    Farmers'    Ass'n    v. 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  434,  436,  439,  533, 

790,  850,  931,  1058,  1045. 
Pond-Decker  Lumber  Co.  v.  Spen- 
cer, 873. 
Pooling  Freights,  In  re,  980. 
Poor  Grain  &  P.  Co.  v.  C,  B.  & 

Q.  Ry.,  628,  869, 1048, 1054. 
Port  Arthur  B.  of  T.  v.  A.  &  S.  Ry., 

470,  803, 1039. 
Port  Arthur  Milling  Co.  v.  T.  & 

S.   F.    Ry.,    116,    124,     127, 

764. 
Port  Richmond  &  H.  Ferry  Co. 

v.   Board  of  Commissioners, 

145,  174. 
Porter  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

846,  851. 
Portland  Chamber  of  Commerce 

v.  O.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  252, 290, 

585. 
Portland  Lumber  Co.  v.  0.  W.  R. 

R.  &  N.  Co.,  129. 
Potato  Shipments  in  Winter,  1079. 

[Ixxxi  ] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(RaferancM  are  to  eactioiiB] 


Potter  Mfg  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  G. 

T.  R.  R.,  546. 
Poughkeepsie   Iron   Co.   v.    New 

York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  763, 

1093. 
Powhatan  Coal  &  Coke  Co.   v. 

Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.,  938, 

939,  942,  943. 
Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  Ry,, 

1142. 
Preston  v.  C.  &  O.  Ry.,  793,  835. 
Proctor  V.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D. 

R.  Ry.,  1064. 
Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  v.  Cincin- 
nati, H.  &  D.  R.  R.,  494,  506, 

508,511,563,564,  1116. 
Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land, Cin.,  Chicago  &  St.  L. 

Ry.,  488. 
Proctor  &  Gamble  v.  U.  S.,  95, 

945,  1134,  1135,  1137. 
Producers'  Pipe  Line  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  1100, 1101. 
Proportional   Rates  on   Excelsior 

and  Excelsior  Wrappers,  937. 
Proposed    Advances    in    Freight 

Rates,  Re,  872. 
Proposed  Rate  on  Lumber,  In  re, 

847,  894. 
Protection   of   Potato   Shipments 

in  Winter,  916. 
Providence  Coal  Co.  v.  Providence 

&  W.  R.  R.,  625,  685,  686. 
Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Good- 
year, 1062. 
Public  Service  Gas  Co.  v.  Public 

Utility    Commissioners,    280, 

974. 
Publication  &  Filing  of  Tariffs,  Re, 

841. 
Pullman  Co.  v.  Luke,  168. 
Pulp  &  Paper  Mf  rs  Traffic  Ass'n 

V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  583, 

764. 
Puritan  Coal  Mining  Co.  v.  Penna. 

Ry.,  149. 
Pyle  V.  East  Tenn.,  Va.  &  Ga.  Ry., 

487,  507. 

[Ixxxii] 


Q 


Quammen  &  Austad  Lumber  Co. 

V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  1073, 

1077,  1114. 
Queens  Borough  G.  &  G.  Co.  Case, 

294. 
Quimby  v.  Me.  Central  Ry.,  776. 

R 

Ragan  &  Buffet  v.  Aiken,  672,  675. 

Rail  and  River  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  & 

O.  R.  R.,  623,  627,  913,  939, 

ir^l,  o^tMf  «74o. 

Railroad  Commission  Cases,  142, 

303,  994,  996,  1005. 
Railroad   Commission,    v.    Louis- 
ville   &    Nashville    Railroad, 

803,  804,  1004. 
Railroad  Commission  v.  Savannah, 

F.  &  W.  R.,  444,  877. 
Railroad  Commission  v.  Telegraph 

Co.,  95,  125. 
Railroad  Commission  v.  Texas  & 

P.  Ry.,  138,  1012. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Ark.  v. 

St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  176, 177. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Ark.  v.  St. 

L.  &  N.  Ark.  R.  R.  Co.,  126. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Calif,  v. 

Ala.  G.  &  S.  Ry.,  181. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Ind.   v. 

K.  &  I.  B.  &  R.  R.  Co.,  174. 
Raiht)ad   Commission   of  Kansas 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  417,  439, 

469,  768,  773,  790,  791. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Kentucky 

V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  657, 

793,  1002. 
Railroad   Commission   of   La.    v. 

St.  L.  S.  W.  Ry.,  589, 628, 776, 

967. 
Railroad   Commission   of  La.    v. 

Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  113, 123, 139. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Montana 

V.  N.  P.  Ry.,  382,  708,  1087, 

1090. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(References  are  to  eectioiii] 


V.  N.  C.  D.  Ry.  &  S.  V.  Ry., 

764. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 

V.  N.  C.  0.  Ry.,  327,  585,  589. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 

V.  S.  P.  Co.,  433, 552, 601,  753, 

758,  768,  783,  784,  789,  795, 

799,  1007, 1123. 
Ilailroad  Commission  of  Ohio  v. 

Hocking  Valley  Ry.,  945. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Ohio  v. 

Worthington,    130,   138,   140, 

1140. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Oregon. 

v.  S.  P.  Co.,  583,  584,  764, 

791,  1090,  1091. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Tennessee 

V.  Ann  Arbor  Ry.,  623,  773, 

774,  796. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Texas  v. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  349,  417, 

1044. 
Railroad    Commission    of    Texas 

V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  953. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Wiscon- 
sin v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  444, 

742,  1113. 
Railroad    Commissioners,    In    re, 

1012. 
Railroad    Commissioners    v.    A., 

T.  AS.  F.  Ry.,  1061. 
Railroad  Commissioners  v.  Louis- 

viUe  &  N.  R.  R.,  920. 
Railroad  Commissioners  v.  Weld, 

417,  721. 
Railroad  OHnmissioners  of  Fla.  v. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  375. 
Railroad  Commissioners  of  Florida 

v.  S.  A.  L.  Ry.,  309,  603,  808, 

1023. 
Railroad  Commissioners  of  Florida 

V.  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  R., 

541,  1090. 

Railroad  CommissionerB  of  Florida 
V.  S.  Exp.  Co.,  166,  382,  438, 

542,  726. 

Railroad  Ccmmiissioners  of  Iowa 
V.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  308,  309. 


Railroad  Co.  et  als.,  Appellants,  v. 
R.  R.  et.  al,  695. 

Railroad  Telegraph  Contracts,  Re, 
643,646. 

Rainey  &  Rogers  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  588,  798. 

Raleigh  &  Gaston  R.  R.  v.  Davis, 
15. 

Ralston  Townsite  Co.  v.  M.  P. 
Ry.,  925,  1011,  1046,  1047. 

Randall  v.  Railroad,  915. 

Randolph  Lmnber  Co.  v.  S.  A.  L. 
Ry.,  793. 

Ransome  v.  Eastern  Comities  Ry., 
582. 

Rates  on  Bananas  from  Gulf  Ports, 
585,  745. 

Rates  on  Cantaloupes,  418. 

Rates  and  Charges  on  Food  Prod- 
ucts, Re,  229,  233,  417,  435, 
437,  443,  444,  569,  1016, 1018, 
1019, 1113. 

Rates  on  Coal  from  Iowa  to  the 
Dakotas,  585. 

Rates  on  Coal  to  Milwaukee, 
175. 

Rates  on  Common  Brick  to  Can- 
ada, 384. 

Rates  on  Corn  &  Com  Products, 
In  re,  777. 

Rates  on  Cottonseed  and  its  Prod- 
ucts, 116,  787,  896. 

Rates  on  Crushed  Stone,  542. 

Rates  on  Food  Products,  In  re, 
1008. 

Rates  on  Fresh  Meats  and  Packing- 
House  Products,  1113. 

Rates  on  Fuel  Wood,  Sawdust, 
and  Shavings,  504. 

Rates  on  Linseed  Oil,  232,  468, 
545,  738,  776. 

Rates,  etc.,  of  the  Louisiana  Ry. 
&Nav.  Co.,  115, 140,881. 

Rates  on  Meats,  776. 

Rates  on  News  Print  Paper  from 
Sault  Ste.  Marie,  594. 

Rates  on  Packing-House  Products, 
539. 

[Ixxxiii] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 


[Ref( 

Rates   on    Plaster   and    G3rpsum 

Rock,  200. 
Rates  and  Practices  in  the  Trans- 
portation of  Grain,  In  re,  821. 
Rates  &  Practices  of  Mobile  &  0. 

R.  R.,  Re,  805,  815,  820,  879. 
Rates  from   St.   Louis  to  Texas 

Points,  286,  343,  348,  353. 
Rates  on  Salt,  In  re,  623,  771,  787, 

791. 
Rates  on  Sand  to  Houston,  Tex., 

401,  504,  528. 
Rates  on  Sash,  Doors,  and  Blinds 

into  Texas,  505,851. 
Rate  Schedules,  Re,  844. 
Rates  for  Single  Packages  In  re, 

401,  769,  967. 
Rates   on   Soda  Ash   and   Other 

Ckxmmodities,  112. 
Rates  from  Walsenburg  Coal  Field, 

199,  545,  769,  773. 
Raworth  v.   Northern  P.  R.  R., 

776, 1079, 1122. 
Rawson  v.  Newport  News  &  M. 

V.  R.  R.,  nil. 
Raymond  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 

P.  R.,  501. 
Rea  V.  MobUe  &  O.  Ry.,  448,  548, 

816,872,1056,1102,1116. 
Reagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust 

Co.,  303,  357,  994,  995,  996, 

1140. 
Ream  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  708,  850,  1094. 
Rebate  Tank  &  Barrel  Rates,  Re, 

733. 
Receivers  &  S.  Ass'n  of  Cincinnati 

V.  Cincinati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 

187,  375,  376,  457,  582,  758, 

769,  776,  793,  796,  1095. 
Reoonsignment    and    Storage    of 

Lumber    and    Shingles,    183, 

193. 
Red  Cloud  Mining  Co.  v.  South- 
em  Pac.  Co.,  834. 
Red  Cloud  OU  Mf 'g  Co.  v.  A.  &  V. 

R.  R.,  203. 
Red  R.  0.  Co.  v.  T.  &  P.  Ry.,  115, 

698,  776. 

[  Ixxxiv  ] 


we  to  MctJOM) 

Red  Rock  Fuel  Co.  v.  Baltimore 

&  O.  R.  R.,  712,  920. 
Redlands,  L.  &  C.  D.  Water  Co. 

V.  Redlands,  288,  310,  364. 
Reduced  Rates  on  Returned  Ship- 
ments, In  re,  436,  439. 
Refrigerating  Charges  of  Kansas 

City  So.  Ry.,  181. 
Refrigerator  Ice  Machine  Co.  v. 

C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  520. 
Refuge  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  868, 1081. 
Reiter,  Curtis  &  Hill  v.  N.  Y.  S. 

&  W.  R.  R.,  926. 
Relative  Tank  &  Barrel  Rates,  Re, 

419. 
Released  Rates,  Re,  835,  846. 
Reliance  Textile  &  Dye  Works  v. 

S.  Ry.  Co.,  137,  758,  768. 
Religious  Teachers,  Re,  642. 
Reno  Grocery   Co.   v.   So.   Pac., 

1097. 
Reno  Wholesale  Liquor  Store  v. 

Southern  Pacific  Co.,  1053. 
Rental  Charges  on  Private  Cars, 

169. 
Rentals  for  Insulated  Cars,  Re,  181. 
Restricted  Rates,  In  re,  632,  643, 

646,  685,  689,  699,  705,  714, 

731,  739,  803,  816,  826,  899. 
Reynolds  v.  Western  New  York 

A  P.  Ry.,  513,  716,  1080. 
Rhinelander   Paper   Co.    v.    Mo. 

Pac.  Ry.,  654. 
Rhode  Island  Egg  &  B.  Co.   v. 

Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  R., 

419,  518. 
Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  B.  R.  R., 

419,  630,  714,  733,  737,  920, 

1002,  1112,  1119,  1120,  1121. 
Rice  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  732, 

733,  1100. 
Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R., 

418,  446,  462,  586,  625,  733, 

804,  1061,  1064,  1065. 
Richards  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry., 

725. 
Richmond  Elevator  Co.   v.  Pere 


Table  op 

Marquette  R.   R.,  627,  630, 

940,  1115. 
Riddle  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R., 

938,1080. 
Riddle  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  A  W. 

R.  R.,  938,  1061. 
Riddle  v.  Pittaburgh  A  L.  E.  R.  R., 

932,  938,  1065,  1093. 
Right  of  Railroad  Companies  to 

Exchange  Transportation,  Re, 

646. 
Riter  v.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  815,  985. 
River-Illinois    Wheat    and    Flour 

Rates,  776. 
River  Lumber  CcHnpany  v.  Bryant 

Lumber  Co.,  656. 
Riverside  Mills  v.  A.  C.  L.  Ry., 

1159. 
Riverside  Mills  v.  G.  R.  R.,  934, 

1078,  1083,  1110,  1116. 
Riverside  Mills  v.  St.  L.  &,  S.  F. 

R.  R.,  540. 
Riverside  Mills  v.  Southern  Rail- 
way, 509. 
Roberts  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R. 

R.  Co.,  99,  126. 
Robinson  v.  B.  A  O.  R.  R,  Co., 

1051,  1052. 
Robinson  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v. 

M.  &  O.  R.  R.,  469. 
Roby  V.  State  ex  rel,  722. 
Rock  Spring  Distilling  Co.  v.  I. 

C.  R.,  1092. 
Rocky  HiU  Buggy  Co.  v.  Southern 

Ry.,  791. 
Rocky  Mt.  Mills  v.  Wilmington 

A  W.  R.  Co.,  169. 
Roden  B.  Grocery  Co.  v.  A.  G.  G. 

R.  R.,  575. 
Rogers  V.  Oregcm  Ry.  A  Nav.  Co., 

791. 
Rogers  A  Co.  v.  P.  A  R.  Ry.,  1059. 
Rogers    Locomotive    A    Machine 

W.  v.  Erie  R.  R.,  918. 
Root  V.  Long  I.  R.  R.,  694,  718, 

720,  730. 
Root  V.  Long  I.  R.  R.,  694,  718, 

720,  730. 


Cases  Cited 

are  to  sectkmi) 

Root  V.  Railroad  Co.,  717, 
Roper  Lumber  Cedar  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago A  N.  W.  Ry.,  1114. 
Rosenbaum  Bros.  v.  B.  A  0.  R. 

R.,  831. 
Rosenblatt  A  Sons  v.  C.  A  N.  W. 

Ry.,  436,  439. 
Roth  v.  Texas  A  P.  Ry.,  723, 1056, 

1106,  1135. 
Rothschild  v.  Wabash  R.  R.,  618, 

649,  680,  681. 
Rowland  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  A  H.  R. 

R.  Co.,  1050. 
Royal  Coal  A  Coke  Co.  v.  So.  Ry., 

815,  943,  944. 
Running  v.  St.  P.,  M.  A  O.  Ry,, 

868,  1048. 
Rutland   R.    R.    Co.   v.   Bellows 

Falls  A  S.  R.  St.  Ry.  Co.,  882. 
Ryland  A  Brooks  Lumber  Co.  v. 

G.  A  O,  Ry.,  868. 
Ryley  v.  W.  R.  R.,  738,  741,  794. 

S 

Saget  A  Co.  v.  111.  C.  Ry.,  658. 
Saginaw  Board  of  Trade  v.  G.  T. 

Ry.,  776,  793,  808. 
Saginaw  A  Manistee  Lumber  Co. 

v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  802. 
St.  Louis  Blast  Furnace  Co.  v.  V. 

Ry.,  704,  820,  828,  1082,  1110. 
St.  Louis  Drayage  Co.  v,  Louisville 

A  N.  R.  Co.,  179,  865,  870. 
St.  Louis  Hay  A  Grain  Co.   v. 

Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  805,  875, 

878. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  A  S.  Ry.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 146. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  A  S.  Ry.  v.  Ren- 

froe,  933. 
St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Biurge- 

Forbes  Co.,  117. 
St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Gill, 

304,400. 
St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Hadley, 

317,  327,  344,  395,  406,  637, 

765,963. 

[Ixxxv] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(References  are  to  sectknis] 


St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Investigation, 

970. 
St.  Louis  <fe  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Ostrander, 

1050. 
St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  State,  128, 

146,  1012. 
St.  L.,  S.  &  P.  Ry.  V.  P.  &  P.  U. 

Ry.,  136,  165,  176,  187,  193, 

886,  913, 929. 
St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  v.  Clay  Ginn. 

Co.,  935. 
St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  v.  Lewallan 

Bros.,  1054. 
St.  Louis   S.    W.   Ry.   v.   State, 

937. 
St.  Paul  Board  of  Trade  v.  M., 

St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  Ry.,  837. 
St.  Paul  and  Puget  Sound  Accounts, 

360,  363,  1009. 
St.  R^is  Paper  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 

&  XI.  R.  R.  R.,  881. 
Salt    Rates    from    Wisconsin    to 

Iowa,  895. 
Samuels  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 

621,  871,  887,  1116. 
Samuels  &  Co.  v.  St.  L.  S.  W.  Ry., 

868. 
San  Bernardino  Bd.  of  Trade  v. 

Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.,  829. 
San  Diego  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  National 

City,  306. 
San  Diego  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Jasper, 

314. 
San  Diego  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  National 

City,  269,  370. 
San  Diego  Water  Co.  v.  San  Diego, 

288,368. 
Sanders  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 

825. 
Sandford  v.  Catawissa  W.  &  E.  R. 

R.,  209, 619. 
Sandford  v.  Western  Express  Co., 

793. 
Sandstone,   Minn.-Missouri   River 

Building    Stone    Rates,    764, 

900. 
Sanford  v.  Western  Express  Co., 

1081. 

[  Ixxxvi  ] 


Santa  Fe  P.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Grant 

Bros.  C.  Co.,  203. 
Santa  Rosa  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  So. 

Pac.  Ry.,  374,  793,  804. 
Sargent  v.  Railroad  Co.,  617. 
Saunders  &  Co.  v.  So.  Express  Co., 

769. 
Saunders  &  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  1043. 
Savannah  Bureau  v.  Charleston  & 

Savannah  Ry.,  591. 
Savannah   Bureau   of   Freight  k 

Transp.    v.    Louisville   &   N. 

R.  R.,  418,  602,  776,  870. 
Savery  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R. 

R.,  709,  1002. 
Savitz  V.  Ohio  A  M.  Ry.,  680,  717, 

720,  730. 
Sawyer  &  Austin  Lumber  Co.  v. 

St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  505, 

514. 
Sayles  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R., 

1104. 
Schemn  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  1039. 
Schmidt  &  Peters,  Inc.,  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  531,  794. 
Schmidt  &  Sons  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

552,  583,  584,  593,  595,  773, 

805,  1113. 
Schowalter  &  Company,  A.  H.,  v, 

Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co., 

1092. 
Schulz-Hansen  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 

179,  815. 
Schumacher  Milling  Co.  v.  Chicago, 

R.  I.  &  P.  R.  R.,  435,  484,  487, 

501,  508,  525,  549,  550,  723. 
Schuyler  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co., 

639,648. 
Schwager  &   Nettleton   v.   Groat 

Northern  Ry.,  816. 
Scofield  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.   S. 

R.  R.,  627,  690,  691,  720,  722, 

724,  730,  733,  920,  1002. 
Scott  V.  T.  A  N.  O.  R.  R.,  833, 1049. 
Scott-Mayer  Commission   Co.    v. 

C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,  842. 
Scott  Paper  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  761, 

1061. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[R<tference8  are  to  sections) 


Scrap-iron  Rates  between  Duluth 
and  Chicago,  504,  783,  799. 

Scudder  v.  T.  &  P.  Ry.,  539,  835. 

Scull  V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co., 
806. 

Sea  Gull  Specialty  Co.  v.  Baltimore 
Steam  Packet  Co.,  492. 

Seaboard  Air  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Florida, 
232,  275,  399,  410,  809,  1119. 

Seaboard  Air  Line  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rail- 
road Comm.,  304. 

Seasongood  v.  Tenn.  &  0.  Transp. 
Co.,  866,  871. 

Seawell  v.  Kansas  City,  F.  S.  &  M. 
Ry.,  125,  787. 

Selkirk  v.  Stevens,  122. 

Shamberg  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W. 
Ry.,  347,  737. 

Sheridan  Chamber  of  Commerce 
V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.,  373, 
405,  467,  583,  584,  771. 

Shiel  &  Co.  V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co., 
1101. 

Shipper  P.  Ass'n  v.  Atlantic  C.  L. 

XV.  R.,  oOo. 

Shoemaker  v.  C.  &  P.  Tel.  Co., 

653,705. 
Sholl  V.  German  Coal  Co.,  190, 
Shoupe  &  Co.  V.  T.  ife  B.  V.  Ry., 

868. 
Shreveport  Rate  Case,  100. 
Sidman  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  R., 

716. 
Sieber  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P. 

Ry.,  137. 
Silkman  v.  Water  Commissioners, 

680,683. 
Silvester  v.  C.  &  S.  R.  R.  of  Wash., 

122. 
Simpson  v.  Shepard,  99,  284. 
Sims  V.  M.  &  W.  R.  R.  R.,  504, 583. 
Sinclair  &  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 

Ry.,  548,  654,  796,  1108. 
Sioux  City  Commercial  Club  v. 

C.  A  N.  W.  Ry.,  771,  776. 
Sioux  City  Terminal  Elevator  Co. 

v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  468, 

776,  793,  794. 


Slider  v.  So.  Ry.,  462,  467,  802. 
Sligo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  Atchison, 

T.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.,  503,  700, 

1085. 
Sligo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  Union  P. 

'  R.  R.,  436,  527,  707. 
Smith-Booth-Ushier  Co.  v.  L.  S. 

A  M.  S.  Ry.,  509. 
Smith  V.  Alabama,  161. 
Smith  V.  Gt.  No.  Ry.  Co.,  493. 
Smith  V.  No.  Pacific  R.  R.,  709. 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  131,  217,  262,  274, 

304,  310,  323,  324,  395,  756, 

857,  960,  968,  1134. 
Snook  V.  Central  R.  R.  of  N.  C, 

928. 
Snyder  M.  D.  v.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q., 

1049. 
Soft  Coal   Rates   from   Southern 

Illinois  to  Arkansas,  193. 
Solvay  Process  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  A  W. 

R.  R.,  743. 
Somerset,  Citizens  of,  v.  W.  Ry.  A 

Co.,  135,  165. 
Sondheimer  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 

659,  768,  793,  803,  804,  805, 

1059. 
South  Atlantic  Waste  Co,  v.  S. 

Ry.,  793,  901. 
Southcote's  Case,  52. 
Southern  Bitulithis  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry., 

795. 
Southern  California  Sugar  Co.  v. 

S.  P.  L.  A.  A  S.  L.  R.  R.,  894, 

927. 
Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  A.  C. 

L.  R.  R.,  832, 
Southern   Furniture    Mf'rs   Ass'n 

v.    S.    Ry.,    594,    773,    793, 

1082. 
Southern    Illinois    Millers'    Ass'n 

V.  L.  A  N.  Ry.,  764,  787. 
Southern    Indiana    Exp.    Co.    v. 

United  States  Exp.  Co.,  885, 

913. 
Southern  Ry.,  In  re,  791. 
Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Atlanta  Sand 

A  S.  Co.,  930. 

[Ixxxvii] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

IReferences  are  to  sectkmi] 


Southern  Ry.   v.    Atlanta    Stove 

Wks.,  400,  463,  775. 
Southern  Ry.  v.  Harrison,  1050. 
Southern    Ry.    v.    McNeill,   304, 

400. 
Southern  Ry.  v.  Railroad  Commis- 
sion, 806. 
Southern  Ry,  v.  Reid,  147. 
Southern  Ry.  v.  St.  Louis  H.  &  G. 

Co.,  393,  765,  1145. 
Southern  Ry.  v.  Tift,  1051. 
Southern   Indiana   R.    R.    v.   R. 

Commission,  463,  1037. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.,  Re,  1074. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Bartine, 

69,  273. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Interstate 

Commerce    Commission,    96, 

411,  463,  771,  802,  838,  985, 

1037,  1134,  1141,  1144,  1148, 

1161. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Patterson, 

572. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Railroad 

Comrs.,   279,  304,  324,  350, 

351,  359. 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Redding, 

834,  1050,  1122. 
Southern  Pacific  Rv.  v.  Tift,  1135, 

1138. 
Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co.  v. 

Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion, 129,  175,  189,  731. 
Southern  Paint  &  G.  Co.  v.  Lake 

ErieA  W.  Ry.,  1102,  1115. 
Southern  Timber  &  Land  Co.  v. 

So.  Pac.  Ry.,  784,  798. 
Southern  Wire  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  B. 

&  T.  R.  R.,  655. 
Southwestern  Millers'   League  v. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  535. 
Southwestern     Missouri     Millers' 

Club  V.  M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  450, 

595,  603. 
Southwestern     Missouri     Millers' 

Club  V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R., 

739,  744,  931,  933. 
Southwestern    Produce    Distribu- 

[  Ixxxviii  ] 


tors  V.  W.  R.  R.,  179, 185, 209, 

657,  660,  1004,  1046. 
Southwestern     Railroad     Co.     v. 

Webb,  162. 
Southwestern       Shippers'    Traffic 

Ass'n  V.  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  127, 

134,  163,  460,  584,  761,  764, 

791,  880,  896,  900. 
Spartanburg  Board   of  Trade   v. 

Richmond  &  D.  R.  R.,  1120, 

1122. 
Speigle  V.  S.  Ry.,  184, 385,  598. 
Spiegle  &  Co.  v.  So.  Ry.,  768. 
Spillers  &  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R., 

815,  820. 
Spokane,  City  of,  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 

237,  253,  259,  266,  271,  274, 

290,  308,  320,  322,  326,  328, 

353,  386,  456,  595,  763,  776, 

782,  783,  785,  788,  789,  791, 

793,  794,  795,  797,  799,  802, 

858,   971,    1003,   1007,   1023, 

1064,  1078, 1102,  1123. 
Spregle  V.  S.  Ry.,  878. 
Sprigg  V,  B.  &  0.  R.  R.,  441,  597, 

640,1004. 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v.  San 

Francisco,     288,     305,     310, 

314. 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v.  Schot- 

tler,  305. 
Springfield   Commercial  Ass'n   v. 

P.  R.  R.,  584. 
Squire  v.  Michigan  Central  R.  R., 

448,464. 
Stacey  Mercantile  Co.  v.  M.,  St.  P. 

&  L.  St.  M.  Ry.,  757. 
Stacy  &  Sons  v.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  601, 

901. 
Stahl  V.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co., 

1104. 
Standard  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v. 

Cumberland  Valley  Ry.,  623, 

758. 
Standard  Mirror  Co.  v.  Pa.  Ry., 

352,  383,  393. 
Standard  OU  Co.  v.  C.  T.  T.  R.  R. 

Co.,  1110. 


Table  op  Cases  Cited 

{RflferaacM 

Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  United  States, 


135. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  of  Indiana  v. 

United  States,  633,  634,  848. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  of  N.  Y.  v.  United 

States,  628,  843. 
Stanislaus  Co.  v.  San  Joaquin  C.  & 

I.  Co.,  305,  312. 
Star  Grain  A  Lumber  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  188, 193, 194, 195, 

830,  880,  898. 
State  V.  Adams  Express  Co.,  147, 

758,  776,  884. 
State  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry. 

Co.,  805. 
State  V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.,  394, 

805,  962. 
State  V.  Central  Vt.  Ry.,  305,  682, 

715. 
State  V.  Chicago  &  A.  Ry.,  626. 
State  ex  rel.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 

R.  R.  Co.,  935. 
State  V.  Chicago,  S.  P.  M.  A  O. 

R.  R.  Co.,  96, 125. 
State  V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  A  T. 

P.  R.  R.  Co.,  729,  730,  734, 

736. 
State  V.  Citifl^is'  Telephone  Co., 

172. 
State  ex  rel.  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W. 

Ry.  Co.,  727. 
State  V.  Great  Northern  Railway, 

998. 
State  V.  Gulf,  C.  A  S.  F.  Ry.  Co., 

132. 
State    v.    Jacksonville    Terminal 

Co.,  176. 
State  of  Kansas  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F. 

Ry.,  808. 
State  V.  Martyn,  637. 
State  ex  rel.  v.  Minneapolis  A  St. 

L.  R.  R.  Co.,  275,  325,  463, 

754,  775,  807. 
State  V.  Mo.  Pac.  R.  R.,  146,  997. 
State  ex  rel.  v.  Northern  Ry.  Co., 

400. 
State  ex  rel.  v.  Railroad  Commis- 
sion, 267. 


an  to  MctiOBi] 

State  ex  rel.  v.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ry. 

Co.,  237,  275,  317,  359,  375. 
State  V.  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  133, 

136,  637,  652. 
State  V.  Southern  P.  Ry.,  8,  128. 
State  V.  Union  Pac.  Ry.,  639,  653. 
State  V.  Yazoo  R.  R.,  999. 
Steamship  Co.  v.  McGregor,  617. 
Steenersori  v.  Gt.  No.  Ry.,  258, 

265,  285,  310,  323,  324,  332, 

334,  370,  372,  377,  408,  807, 

860. 
Steinberger  v.  Cape  Fear  A  Y.  V. 

R.  R.  Co.,  96,  125. 
Stemfeld  A  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  125, 

791,  796,  1104. 
Steritz  v.  No.  M.  A  C.  R.  R.,  602. 
Sterling  A  Son  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  R. 

Co.,  185,  737. 
Stevenson  v.  Montreal  Tel^raph 

Co.,  862. 
Stewart  A  Clark  Mfg  Co.  v.  A., 

T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  507. 
Stickney  V.  I.  C.  C,  1145. 
Stilwell  V.  L.  A  H.  R.  Ry.,  832. 
Stone  V.  Detroit,  G.  H.  A  M.  Ry., 

625. 
Stone  V.  Natchez  R.  R.,  997. 
Stone  et  al.  v.  Yassoo  A  M.  V.  R.  R., 

629. 
Stone  A  Meyers  Co.  v.  Louisville 

A  W.,  1109. 
Stone  O.  Co.  v.  P.  B.  A  W.  R.  R., 

848. 
Stonega  C.  A  C.  Co.  v.  L.  A  N. 

Ry.,  193,  759,  760. 
Storega  C.  A  C.  Co.  v.  Louisville 

A  N.  R.  R.,  195. 
Stowe-Fuller  Co.  v.  Peimsylvania 

Co.,  706. 
Substitution  of  Tonnage  at  Transit 

Points,  In  re,  698. 
Suburban  Rate  Case,  597. 
Sun.  Co.  v.  I.  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  593. 
Suffem  V.  Indiana,  D.  A  W.  Ry., 

419,  815,  818,  820,  833. 
Suffem  Grain  Co.  v.  B.  A  O.  R.  R., 

738. 

[  Ixxxix  ] 


Table  of 

{References 

Suffera  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 

79,  576,  744,  768,  771,  776, 

805,  807,  895. 
Suffem,  Hunt  &  Co.  v.  Indiana, 

D.  &  W.  Ry.,  533,  567. 
Sunderland  Bros.  v.  Missouri  R. 

&  F.  Ry.,  848. 
Sunderland  Bros.  Co.  v.  P.  M.  R. 

R.,  444. 
Sunderland  Bros.  Co.  v.  St.  L.  & 

S.  F.R.  R.  Co.,404,  873. 
Sunnyside  Coal  Mining  Co.  v.  D, 

&  R.  G.  R.  R.,  1098. 
Superior  Commercial  Club  v.  G. 

N.  Ry.,  434,  594,  753. 
Suspension  of  Rates  on  Packing- 
House  Products,  784. 
SwajQfield  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line, 

507,  508. 
Swift  &  Co.  V.  Ronan,  191. 
Swift  &  Co.  V.  B.  &  0.  R.  R.  Co., 

116. 
Swift  &  Co.  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R., 

450,  460,  823,  1084. 
Switching  at  Baltimore,  383. 
Switching    Charges    at    Sheffield, 

Minn.,  405. 
Switching  at  Galesburg,  111.,  177. 
Switzer  Lumber  Co.  v.  K.  C.  S. 

Ry.,  594. 


Taezer  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P., 

648. 
Talge  Mahogany  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.  Co., 

117. 
Tantz  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  L.  V.  Ry., 

761. 
Tap   Line   Cases,    187,   192,   193, 

194,  195,  196,  714,  731,  743, 

1145. 
Tariffs  &  Classifications  of  Pa.  R. 

R.,  Re,  1111. 
Tariffs  of  Transcontinental  Lines, 

Re,  768. 
Taylor  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  1105,  1122. 
Taylor  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  382,  402, 

405,  600,  725. 

[XC] 


Cases  Cited 

are  toiections] 

Taylor  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  M.  P. 
Ry.,  503,  515,  531,  770,  793, 
848. 

Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincin- 
nati, J.  &.  M.  Ry.,  507,  512, 
534. 

Telephone  Co.  v.  Brown,  866. 

Terre  Haute  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  Peoria 
&  P.  V.  Ry.  Co.,  176. 

Texarkana  Freight  Bureau  v.  St. 
L.,  I.  M.  &  So.  Ry.,  124,  223, 
486,  584,  598,  791,  793,  799. 

Texas  Brewing  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F. 
Ry,,  517, 1117. 

Texas  Central  Railroad  Company 
V.  Rust,  696. 

Texas  Common  Points  Case,  600, 

Texas  &  N.  0.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Sabine 

Transp.  Co.,  138,  305. 
Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Abilene  Cotton 

Oil  Co.,  629,  829,  1051,  1133, 

1134, 1135. 
Texas  &  P.   Ry.  v.  Am.  Tie  & 

Timber  Co.,  1135,  1136. 
Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Avery,  133. 
Texas  ife  P.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C,  111,  118, 

420,  588,  764,  772,  782,  793, 

873,   1000,  1089,   1092,   1096, 

1133,  1134, 1145. 
Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Mugg,  629,  829, 

1050,  1136. 
Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Railroad  Com- 
mission, 148. 
Texico  Transfer  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 

R.  R.,  837,  1097. 
Thacker  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  N.  & 

W.  Ry.,  1135. 
Thatcher  v.  Fitchburg  Ry.,  784. 
Theatrical  Rates,  Re,  1039. 
Thely  Grain  Co.  v.  F.  S.  &  W.  R. 

R.,  1063. 
Thomas  Iron  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry.,  791. 
Thompson  v.  London,  etc.,  R.  Co., 

676. 
Thompson  v.  Penn.  R.  R.,  716. 
Thompson  Lumber  Co.  v.  I.  C.  C, 

230,  1092, 1110,  1122. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[Ref  erences  are  to  sectioos) 


Thorpe  v.  New  York  C.  ife  H.  R. 

R.  R.,  168. 
Through  Passenger  Routes,  In  re, 

896. 
Through  Rates  &  Through  Rates, 

Re,  874. 
Thurber  v.  New  York  C.  &  H,  R. 

R.  R.,  213,  486,  511,  530,  538, 

687. 
Tickets,  Re,  812. 
Tift  V.  So.  Ry.,  230,  235,  ^21,  433, 

435,  444,  508,  525,  959,  984, 

1084,  1138. 
Tifton,  Mayor  A  Council  of,  v. 

L.  <k  N.  Ry.,  758,  808 
Tilley  v.  Savannah  F.  &  W.  R.  R. 

Co.,  302. 
Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  Ry.  v. 

Pennsylvania  Co.,  884,  1138. 
Toledo   Produce   Exch.    v.    Lake 

Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  R.,  763, 

1000,  1062. 
Topeka  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  A.  &  V. 

Ry.,  768. 
Toledo,  W.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott, 

616. 
Tone  Bros.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  511,  525. 
Toomer  v.  London  R.  Co.,  692. 
Topeka    Banana    Dealers'    Ass'n 

V.  St.  L.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  786,  794, 

802. 
Topeka  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  A.  &  V. 

Ry.,  584,  585. 
Tozer  v.  United  States,  764,  765, 

873. 
Trades  League  of  Phila.  v.  P.  W. 

&  B.  R.  R.,  520. 
Traders    <fe    Travelers    Union    v. 

Phila.  &  R.  R.  R.,  1002. 
Traer  v.  C.  A  A.  R.  ^.,  943. 
Traer  v.  C,  B.  A  Q.  R.  R.,  1006. 
Traffic  Aas'n  of  St.  Loms  Coffee 

Importers  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  511, 

776,  791,  802. 
Traffic  Bureau  of  Merohants'  Ex- 
change of  San  Francisco  v. 

S.  P.  Co.,  373,  408,  409. 
Traffic    Bureau    of   Nashville    v. 


L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  396,  405,  409, 

725,  763,  793,  1091. 
Traffic  Bureau  of  St.  Louis  v.  C, 

B.  A  Q.  R.  R.,  182. 
Traffic  Bureau  of  W.  v.  L.  A  N. 

R.  R.,  349. 
Trammell  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co., 

135,  388,  598,  877,  1074,  1095. 
Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass'n,  981. 
Transcontinental  Commodity 

Rates,  600,  789,  799,  832. 
Transcontinental  Rates  from  Group 

F.,  776,  785,  787. 
Transit  Case,  141,  184,  738,  820, 

831,  879. 
Transportation  Bureau  of  Wichita 

V.  St.  L.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.,  594. 
Transportation  by  the  C.  A  O.,  Re, 

128. 
Transportation  Co.  v.  Block  Bros., 

169. 
Transportation  Co.  v.  Parkersburg, 

189. 
Transportation  of  Coal,  Re,  644. 
Transportation  of  Coal  and  Mine 

Supplies,  Re,  821. 
Transportation  of  Company  Ma- 
terial, In  re,  643,  646. 
Transportation  of  Fruit,  In  re,  169, 

181,  574,  814,  1002,  1003. 
Transportation  of  Immigrants  from 

New  York,  Re,  941,  985. 
Transportation  A  Refrigeration  of 

Fruit,  Re,  920. 
Transportation  of  Wool,  Hides  and 

Pelts,  In  re,  385, 439, 468, 505, 

508,  509,  568,  594,  761,  796, 

801. 
Traynham  v.  Charleston  A  W.  C. 

Ry.,  148. 
Trier  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  A  O.  Ry., 

394. 
Trinity  A  B.  V.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Gep- 

pert,  146. 
Troutman  v.  Smith,  331,  994. 
Troy  Board  of  Trade  v.  Ala.  M. 

Ry.,  135,  139,  640,  771,  1095, 

1116. 

[xci] 


Table  of 

(ReferencM 

Truck  Farmers'  Ass'n  v.  North- 
eastern R.  R.,  444,  574. 

Truck  Growers  Ass'n  v.  A.  C.  L. 
R.  R,,  469,  585,  793. 

Tucker  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.,  344, 
394,  728. 

Twellis  V.  Pa.  R.  R.  Co.,  692. 

Twitchell  v.  Spokane,  362. 

Tyson  &  I.  Buggy  Co.  v.  A.  A  A. 
Ry.,  1057. 

U 

Ullman   v.   Adams   Express   Co., 

764,  1109. 
Ulric  V.  L.  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  787. 
Underbilling,  In  re,  346,  623,  625, 

630. 
Union  Bridge  Co.  v.  U.  S.,  1133. 
Union  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Goodridge, 

649. 
Union  Pacific  Ry.  v.  United  States, 

355,  370,  765,  873,  877. 
Union  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Updike  Grain 

Co.,  182,  737,  741. 
Union  Pacific  Tea  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania Ry.,'  436,  526,  771. 
Union  Ry.  of  Bait.  v.  Canton  R.  R., 

176. 
Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  212, 

382,  402,  439,  529,  583,  600, 

632,  705,  763, 1075. 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 

S.  F.  R.  R.,  572,  578. 
United  States  v.  A.,  T.  ife  S.  F.  R. 

R.,  624. 
United  States  v.  A.,  T.  <fe  S.  F.  Ry., 

650,  827. 
United  States  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

101,  601. 
United  States  v.  B.  &  O,  R.  R., 

737, 1148, 1150. 
United  States  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R., 

178,  740. 
United  States  v.  B.  ife  O.  R.  R., 

939,  942,  944,  1145. 
United  States  v.  B.  &  O.  S.  W. 

Ry.,  98,  891,  925,  1020,  1106, 

1144,1145,1146. 

[  xcii  ] 


Cases  Cited 

are  to  sectftons] 

United  States  v.  Bunch,  633. 
United  States  v.  B.  Z.  &  C.  Ry. 

Co.,  126. 
United  States   v.   C.   &  A.  Ry., 

739. 
United  States  v.  Chicago,  K.  &  S. 

Ry.,  128,  830. 
United  States  v.  Central  Vt.  Ry., 

633. 
United  States  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 

Ry.,  647,  716. 
United  States  v.  C.  R.  &  Nav.  Co., 

659. 
United  States  v.  Delaware  &  H. 

R.  R.,  645. 
United  States  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W. 

Ry.,  645. 
United  States   ex   rel.  Morris   v. 

D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  169. 
United  States  v.  Freight  Associa- 
tion, 756. 
United  States  v.  Ganley,  627. 
United  States  v.  Geddes,  126. 
United  States  v.  Grimaud,  1133. 
United  States  v.  Hocking  Valley 

Ry.,  631,  653,  658. 
United  States  v.  Howell,  818. 
United  States  v.  Illinois  Terminal 

R.  R.,  626,  830. 
United  States  v.  Joint  Passenger 

Traffic  Ass'n,  981. 
United  States  ex  rel.  v.  Kansas 

City  &  So.  Ry.,  952. 
United  States  v.  Knight,  112. 
United  States  v.  Lehigh  V.  R.  R., 

125,  645. 
United  States  v.  Louisville  &  N. 

Ry.,  1134. 
United  States  v.  Mellen,  787. 
United   States   v.    Merchants'   & 

Miners'  Transp.  Co.,  634,  816. 
United  States  v.  Michigan  Central 

R.  R.,  622,  1155. 
United  States  v.  Miller,  818. 
United  States  v.  Milwaukee  Refrig. 

Transit  Co.,  624. 
United  States  v.  N.  Y.  C.  <fe  H. 

R.  R.  R.,  843. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

[References  are  to  sectioosl 


United  States  v.  Norfolk  A  W.  Ry. 

Co.,  942,  946. 
United  States  v.   Northern  Pac. 

Ry.  Co.,  866. 
United  States  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.,  102, 

170, 189. 
United  States  ex  rel.  v.  Oregon  Ry. 

&  Nav.  Co.,  803,  942. 
United  States  v,  Pac.  &  Arctic  Co., 

1136. 
United  States  v.  Pacific  Ry.  A  N. 

Co.,  163. 
United  States  v.  Philadelphia  & 

R.  Ry.,  631. 
United  States  v.  Seaboard  Ry.  Co., 

131, 132. 
United  States  v.  So.  Pac.  Co.,  641, 

830,1058. 
United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co., 

817,  827,  843,  848. 
United   States   v.   Sunday   Creek 

Co.,  628. 
United  States  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  R., 

634,  826,  827. 
United  States  v.  Tozer,  627,  680, 

686,758. 
United    States    v.    Transmission 

Freight  Ass'n,  1011. 
United  States  v.  Union  Pac.  R. 

R.,     647,     802,    896,     1044, 

1087. 
United  States  v.  Union  S.  Y.  & 

T.  Co.,   138,   187,  206,  830, 

952,  1010, 1145. 
United  States  v.  Vacuum  Oil  Co., 

633,843. 
United  States  v.  Wells,  Fargo  Exp. 

Co.,  659. 
United   States   v.   West   Virginia 

Northern  Ry.  Co.,  938,  942. 
United  States,  v.  W.  A  N.  R.  R., 

oZo,  o44. 

United  States  Button  Co.  v.  C, 

R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  177. 
United  States  Conmiission  of  Fish 

A  Fisheries,  Re,  1039. 
United  States  Leather  Co.  v.  S. 

Ry.,  495, 1077, 1078,  1108. 


Utica  Traffic  Bureau  v.  N.  Y.  C.  A 
H.  R.  Ry.,  773,  794. 


Valley  Flour  Mills  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F. 

Ry.  Co.,  768,  776,  784. 
Van  Natla  Bros.  v.  C.,  C,  C.  A 

St.  L.  Ry.,  773. 
Van  Patten  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  S. 

P.  Ry.,  782,  829,  1051, '1135. 
Veitch  V.  S.  A.  L.  Ry.,  847. 
Vemis  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  A  S.  Ry., 

1105. 
Venner  v.  Urbana  W.  W.  Co.,  291. 
Victor  Fuel  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F. 

Ry.,  831. 
Victor  Mfg  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  69,  231, 

583, 585, 1117. 
Virginia-Carolina    Chemical     Co. 

V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  439,  705, 

706. 
Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.  v. 

St.  Louis,  I.  M.  A  So.,  551. 
Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.  v. 

St.  L.  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  776. 
Virginia  C.  A  I.  Co.  v.  Louisville 

A  N.  R.  R.,  837. 
Virginia  A  Georgia  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C, 

800. 
Volco  Mfg  Co.  V.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F. 

Ry.,  492. 
Voorheds  v.  O.  C.  L.  Ry.,  819,  825. 
Vulcan  Detinning  Co.  v.  U.  P.  R. 

R.  Co.,  436,  528. 
Vulcan  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 

A  S.  F.  Ry.,  509,  803, 1092. 

W 

Wabash,  St.  L.  A  P.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

Illmois,  149. 
Waco  Freight  Bureau  v.  H.  A  T. 

C.  R.  R.,  181,  444. 
Wade  V.  Lutcher  A  Moore  Lmn- 

berCo.,  162,191. 
Wadell  Show  Case  A  Cabinet  Co. 

V.  M.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  418,  519. 

[  xciii  ] 


Table  of 

iR6Comic6s 

Wadley  Southern  Ry.  v.  Georgia, 

1137. 
Wagner  v.  City  of  Rock  Island,  713. 
Wagner,  Zagelmeyer  &  Co.  v.  D. 

ife  M.  Co.,  917. 
Wakita  Coal  &  S.  Co.  v.  Atchison 

&St.  F.  Ry.,  1100. 
Walker  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  640. 
Walker  v.  Keenan,  578. 
Walker  v.  York  &  No.  M.  Ry.,  53. 
Wamputn  Cotton  Mills  v.  Caro- 
lina &  N.  W.  Ry.,  866. 
Warner  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R., 

497,  525. 
Warren-Ehret  Co.  v.  Central  R. 

R.,  1008,  1092,  1097. 
Warren  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  So. 

Ry.,  460, 1011. 
Washburn-Crosby    Co.    v.    Penn. 

Ry.,  776. 
Washer    Grain    Co.    v.    Missouri 

Pacific,  1040, 1057, 1058, 1060. 
Washingfton  Milling  Co.  v.  N.  &  W. 

Ry.,  764. 
Washingfton  So.  Ry.  v.  Com.,  962, 

963. 
Washington  Store  Door  Delivery, 

179. 
Washington  So.  Ry.  v.  Com.,  963. 
Washington  Suburban  Rates,  441, 

471. 
Watson  Co.  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M. 

S.  Ry.,  1103. 
Waukesha  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v. 

C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  601,  808. 
Waverly  Oil  Works  v.  P.  R.  R., 

176,  382,  886,  896,  900,  929. 
Waxelbaum  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  813, 

916. 
Weber  C.  &  I.  Fair  Assur.  N.  P., 

461. 
Webster  Grocery  Co.  v.  C.  &  N. 

W.  Ry.,  842,  872,  874,  1092, 

1097. 
Weems  Stb.  Co.  v.  People's  Stb. 

Co.,  189. 
Weighing  of  Freight  by  Carriers, 

In  re,  567,  849,  1047. 

[  xciv  ] 


Cases  Cited 

are  to  sections] 

Weleetata  Light  &  Water  Co.  v. 

Ft.  S.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  631, 

926,  1102. 
Wellman  v.  Chicago  <fe  G.  T.  Ry., 

227,  403,  587. 
Wells  V.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co., 

302. 
Wells-Higman  Co.  v.  G.  R.  &  I. 

Ry.  Co.,  126. 
Wells-Higman  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M. 

&  S.  Ry.,  125,  450. 
Wentz-Bates    Mercantile    Co.    v. 

Union  Pac.  Ry.,  1051. 
Werner  Saw  Mill  Co.  v.  Illinois 

Central  R.R.,  1080,  1110. 
West  Bound  Lake-and-Rail,  Knit 

Goods     Commodity     Rates, 

783. 
West  End  Improvement  Club  v. 

O.  &  C.  B.  Ry.  Bridge  Co., 

164,  174,  1088. 
West  Texas  Fuel  Co.  v.  Texas  & 

P.  Ry.,  1081. 
West  Va.  R.  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R. 

Co.,  125,  464,  468,  776. 
West  Va.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Volcanic 

O.  &  C.  Co.,  170. 
Western  Classification  Case,  183, 

208,  385,  483,  486,  499,  502, 

503,  504,  514,  520,  529,  530, 

539,  551,  562,  566,  627,  693, 

794,  835,  849,  850,  851,  914, 

915,  932. 
Western  Fruit  Jobbers'  Ass'n  v. 

C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  521,  759, 

851. 
Western  Mantle  Co.  v.  S.  P.  & 

S.  Ry.  Co.,  847. 
Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

Penna.  Ry.,  933,  1158,  1161, 

1163,  1164. 
Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Pa. 

Refining  Co.,  1137. 
Western  Oregon  Lumber  v.  S.  P. 

Co.,  444. 
Western  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  B.  &  M. 

R.  R.,  544. 
Western  U.  T.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub. 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

(RefarBiiees  are  to  McttonB] 


Co.,  171,  420,  619,  680,  681, 

715,  717,  718. 
Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v. 

Hamilton,  171. 
Western  U.  T.  Co.  v.  James,  149. 
Western  U.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Pendleton, 

147. 
Western  Union  Tel^raph  Co.  v. 

Simmons,  866. 
Weyl  Zuckerman  &  Co.  v.  C.  M. 

Ry.,  868,  869. 
Whaley-Warren    Lumber    Co.    v. 

C.  C.  &  0.  Ry.,  869. 
Wharfage  Charges  at  Galveston,  In 

re,  115,  200,  739,  804. 
Wharfage  Charges  at  Texas  City, 

Re,  679. 
Wharfage  Facilities  at  Pensacola, 

In  re,  175,  632,  926. 
Wharton  Steel  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 

R.  R.,  207,  396,  405,  584,  725. 
Wheeler  &  Motter  Mercantile  Co. 

V.  C,  B.  &Q.  R.  R.,  851. 
Wheeling  Corrugating  Co.  v.  B.  & 

O.  R.  R.,  491,  551,  784. 
Whitcomb  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  529. 
White  V.  Michigan  Cent.  R.  R., 

1001. 
White  &  Co.  V.  B.  <fe  O.  S.  W.  R.  R., 

12  I.  C.  C.  306,  565. 
Whiteland  Canning  Co.  v.  P.  C.  C. 

&St.  L.  Ry.,  511. 
Wholesale  Fruit  &  Product  Asso- 
ciation V.  A.,  T.  <fe  S.  F.  Ry. 

Co.,  179,  921,  939. 
Wholesale  Produce  Dealers'  Assur. 

V.  L.  I.  R.  R.,  632,  672. 
Wichita  v.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R. 

R.,  Mayor  and  City  Council 

of,  1097,  1111. 
Wichita  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.,  776. 
Wichita  Board  of  Trade  v.  A.,  T. 

A  S.  F.  Ry.,  215,  598,  763, 

764,  776,  899. 
Wichita  Falls  System  Joint  Coal 

Rate  Cases,  469,  776. 
Wickwire  Steel  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 

H.R.R.R.,  761, 1051, 1136. 


Wiemer  &  Rich  v.  C.  N.  W.  Ry. 

Co.,  935. 
Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  East  St.  Louis 

Union  Ry.,  164,  206. 
Wight  V.  United  States,  624,  672, 

678. 
Wilhoit  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  1101. 
Wilkes-Barre  v.  Spring  Brook  Wa- 
ter Co.,  256,  319,  332,  333, 

362. 
Willcox  et  al.  v.  Consolidated  Gas 

Co.,  268,  277,  279,  317,  400, 

440. 
Williams  v.  Judge  of  Dist.  Ct.,  191. 
Williams  Co.  v.  U.  S.  &  P.  Ry.,  763, 

764. 
Williams  Co.,  v.  Western  U.  T.  Co., 

149, 171. 
Williamette  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  v. 

N.  P.  Ry.,  898,  1049. 
Willson  V.  Rock  Creek  R.  R.,  122, 

165,  657. 
Wilman  &  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  <fe 

S.  Ry.  Co.,  125. 
Wihnington  Tariff  Ass'n  v,  C.  P. 

ife  V.  A.  Ry.,  769. 
Wilmington  Transp.  Co.  v.  Rail- 
road Commission,  125,  163. 
Wilson  Produce  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Ry.  Co.,  150,  183,  575, 

768. 
Winona  Carriage  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry., 

764. 
Winsor  Coal  Co.  v.  C.  &  A.  Ry., 

761. 
Winston-Salem  v.  Norfolk  &  W. 

R.  R.,  445. 
Winterbotham  A  Sons  v.  M.  P. 

Ry.,  1092. 
Winters  Paint  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M. 

&  St.  P.,  926. 
Winters  Metallic  Paint  Co.  v.  C, 

M.  <fe  St.  P.  Ry.,  384. 
Wisconsin    Central    Ry.    Co.    v. 

United  States,  634,  819. 
Wisconsin  Lime  &  Cement  Co.  v. 

C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  832, 

1058. 

[xcv] 


Table  of  Cases  Cited 

nbef erenoM  are  to 


WisooDsin,  M.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Jacobson,  882. 


World's  Fair,  Re,  R.  W.  &  O.  Ry., 

782. 


Wisconsin  Pulp  Wood  Co.  v.  G.  N.      Wright  v.  Howe,  146. 


Ry.,  513. 


Wright  V.  U.  S.,  179. 


Wisconsin  R.  R.  Com.  Rep.,  vol.  V,      Wright  &  Co.  v.  V.  R.  R.,  568. 


p.  13,294. 
Wisconsin  State  Millers'  Ass'n  v. 


Wright  Wire  Co.  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  Ry., 
791,  793. 


C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  793, 1117,      Wrigley  v.  Cleveland,  C,  C.  &  St. 


1123. 


L.  Ry.  et.  al,  566,  687. 


Wisconsin  Steel  Co.  v.  P.  &  L.  E.      Wylie  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  R.,  837. 

R.  R.,  396,  706. 
Wolf  Brothers  v.  Allegheny  Val-  y 

ley  R.  R.,  507. 
Wood   V.    Vandalia   R.   R.,  342, 

398, 1152. 


Yawman  A  E.  Mf'g  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  498,  519,  565. 

Woodger  V.  Great  Western  R.  Co.,      ^azoo  A  M  V.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Blum 


565. 


Co.,  934. 


Wood,  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  P.  Ry.,      Yeomans,  Com    in  Duluth  Shin- 


768. 
Wood-Mosaic  Flooring  &  Lmnber 

Co.  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  833, 

1044,  1086. 
Woodward-B.  Co.  v.  S.  P.,  L.  A., 

<fe  S.  L.  Ry.,  531. 
Wool,  Hides,  and  Pelts,  In  re,  532, 

776. 
Wool  Transportation,  Re,  585. 
Worcester  Excursion  Car  Co.  v.      Zellerbach  Paper  Co.  v.  Atchison, 


gle  Co.  V.  Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A. 

Ry.,  487,  504. 
Young,  Ex  parte,  1137. 
Youngblood  v.  T.  A  P.  Ry.,  1099, 

1110. 
Youngistown  S.  A  T.  Co.  v.  P.  A 

L.  E.  Ry.,  382. 


Z 


Pa.  Ry.,  167. 


T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  1101. 


[xcvi  ] 


RAILROAD  RATE  REGULATION 


J      *» 


BOOK  I 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

CHAPTER  I  .  : 

HISTORICAL  INTRODUCTION 
i  1.  Public  callings  and  private  business.        - . . . ' 


» ( • 


Topic  A,  The  Early  Policy  of  Regulation 

-a  • 

i    2.  The  mediffival  theory  of  State  contrpr. 

3.  The  regulation  of  business  in  the  middle  ages. 

4.  Early  differentiation  of  the  public  servlde  law. 

5.  The  history  of  the  carrier. 

6.  The  position  of  the  wharfinger. 

7.  Continuance  of  State  regulation. 

8.  Pariiamentary  regulation  of  rates. 

9.  ResirictiGn  of  prices  in  the  colonies. 

10.  PersiBtence  of  the  legislative  power. 

1 1.  Survival  of  the  common  law. 

Topic  B.  Pernstence  of  State  BofftUation 

1 12.  Introduction  of  improved  highways. 

13.  The  building  of  turnpikes. 

14.  The  era  of  canal  construction. 

15.  The  coming  of  the  railways. 

16.  Tnmsportation  facilities  as  a  dass. 

17.  Alteration  in  economic  conditions. 

18.  Development  in  the  common  law. 

19.  Special  restrictions  in  early  charters. 

20.  The  struggle  against  encroaching  monopoly. 

21.  Conservative  and  radical  views  of  regulation. 

Topic  C.  State  Control  qf  PubUe  UHHtiea 

i  22.  Tlie  pcd>lic  services  of  the  present  day. 

23.  The  effect  of  natural  monopoly. 

24.  Difficulty  of  distribution  as  a  factor. 

25.  Scarcity  of  advantageous  sites. 
20.  Limitation  of  available  time. 
27.  The  pidbttc  services  a  necessity. 
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§  1  ]  .   Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

§  28.  Eoonomic  li^iitatioiis  create  public  employmoit. 

29.  Goet  of  ilie^  plant. 

30.  Service  on  a  large  scale. 

31.  Legal  privilegei  accompanying  public  employment. 

Tepic  D.  Modem  RegulaHan  of  Public  Servioea 

§  32.  Necessary  regiilation  of  virtual  monopoly. 

33.  Economic  conditions  at  the  present  time. 

34.  Control  of  the  public  services. 

35.  Differentiation  Qf  the  public  service  law. 

36.  Unity  of  the  public  bervice  law. 

37.  The  modem  prograipme  of  State  control. 

38.  Overshadowing  importance  of  rate  regulation. 

39.  Present  state  of  the  public  service  law. 

40.  Ultimate  limitations  upon  public  employment. 

41.  State  control  not  sociMisQ^- 


§  1.  Public  callings  and  private 

The    diflference    between    public    callings    and    private 
business  is  a  distinction  in  the  law  governing  business 
relations  which  has  always  had  and  will  always  have  most 
important  consequences.    Those  in  a  public  calling  have 
always  been  under  the  extraordinary  duty  to  serve  all 
comers  at  reasonable  rates,  while  those  in  a  private  busi- 
ness may  always  refuse  to  act  unless  they  are  paid  any 
price  they  may  choose  to  ask  however  exorbitant.    So  great 
a  distinction  as  this  constitutes  a  difference  in  kind  of 
legal   control   rather   than   merely   one   of   degree.     The 
causes  of  this  division  are,  of  course,  rather  economic  than 
strictly  legal;  and  the  relative  importance  of  these  two 
classes  at  any  given  time,  therefore,  depends  ultimately 
upon  the  industrial  conditions  which  prevail  at  that  pe- 
riod.    Thus  in  the  England  which  we  see  through  the 
medium  of  our  earliest  law  reports,  the  mediaeval  system 
of  established  monopolies  called  for  the  legal  requirement 
of  indiscriminate  service  from  those  engaged  in  almost  all 
employments.    There  followed  in  succeeding  centuries  an 
expansion  of  trade  which  gradually  did  away  with  the 
necessity  for  coercive  law.    Indeed,  in  the  early  part  of  the 
nineteenth  century,  free  competition  became  the  very  basis 
of  the  social  organization,  with  the  consequence  that  the 
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recognition  of  the  public  callings  as  a  class  almost  ceased. 
It  is  only  in  very  recent  years  that  it  has  again  come  to 
be  recognized  that  the  process  of  free  competition  fails 
in  some  cases  to  secure  the  public  good;  and  it  has  been 
reluctantly  admitted  that  State  control  is  again  necessary 
over  such  lines  of  industry  as  are  affected  with  a  public 
interest. 

Topic  A.     The  Early  Policy  of  Regviation 

§  2.  The  mediseval  theory  of  State  control. 

The  mediaeval  system  involved  ahnost  universal  reg- 
ulation of  all  the  doings  of  men,  and  therefore  its  com- 
mercial pohcy  was  almost  completely  restrictive.  The 
ideal  held  was  a  society  in  which  all  things  were  ordered, 
the  full  conception  being  that  every  man  had  a  right  to 
his  place  in  this  established  order.  This  state  of  affairs 
was  by  most  men  greatly  desired.  Indeed,  a  regulated 
monopoly  with  the  corresponding  obligation  of  public 
service  seemed  in  that  age  to  the  great  majority  of  people 
far  better  than  an  unregulated  competition  without  pub- 
lic obligation.  It  was  thought  that  things  were  put  in  a 
true  balance  by  requiring  each  person  to  perform  his  part 
and  allowing  no  person  to  interfere  with  the  employment 
of  another.  And  all  of  this  control  of  industrial  affairs 
was  felt  to  be  ultimately  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  pub- 
lic who  coidd  obtain  thereby  without  favor  at  reasonable 
prices  proper  service  in  accordance  with  their  require- 
ments. In  this  industrial  regulation  it  has  been  well  said 
that  the  mediaeval .  system  was  a  consumer's  policy  by 
reason  of  its  lunitation  of  prices,  far  more  than  it  was  a 
producer's  policy  by  virtue  of  its  monopoly  of  service. 

§  3.  The  regulation  of  business  in  the  middle  ages. 

In  medieval  England  this  thorough  system  of  State 
control  reached  a  high  state  of  development.  Most  of 
the  trades  in  the  towns  were  parceled  out  to  the  gilds. 
Under   this  system  the  services  to  be  rendered  to  the 
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public  in  the  trades  were  governed  by  gild  codes.  These 
by-laws  were  continually  declared  void  by  the  local  courts 
if  they  were  really  inconsistent  with  public  service.  In 
the  country  at  the  same  time  there  were  to  be  met  similar 
privileges  in  carrying  on  business  in  connection  with  the 
manorial  system.  Some  business  required  the  investment 
of  more  or  less  capital  in  constructing  a  plant,  as  the 
bakehouse  and  the  mill.  It  may  have  been  necessary  at 
the  outset  that  these  should  be  provided  by  the  lord  of 
the  manor;  at  all  events  in  later  times  the  seignorial  ban 
covered  these,  the  lord  granting  franchises  to  certain  per- 
sons. Here  again  those  who  conducted  these  businesses 
were  boxmd  to  serve  all  fairly  or  answer  for  it  to  the  coiu'ts 
of  the  manor.  But,  upon  the  whole,  the  ordinary  trades 
and  crafts  were  more  freely  open  to  anyone  in  the  country 
than  in  the  towns  with  their  craft  gilds  and  merchant 
gilds.  This  may  explain  why  the  cases  requiring  public 
service  of  carriers  and  inn-keepers,  ferrymen  and  farriers, 
appear  so  early  in  the  royal  courts;  for  there  were  no  local 
courts  with  clear  jurisdiction  over  the  lines  of  travel  across 
the  country. 

§  4.  Eaily  differentiation  of  the  public  service  law. 

Thus  there  is  to  be  foxmd  from  the  earliest  times  a  pe- 
culiar law  governing  the  conduct  of  those  engaged  in  a 
public  employment.  The  characteristic  thing  then  as  now 
was  the  legal  imposition  of  an  affirmative  duty  of  proper 
actions  upon  those  who  openly  professed  a  public  employ- 
ment, while  those  who  carried  on  private  business  were 
under  practically  no  duties  which  were  not  pure  negative 
in  character.  This  general  distinction  between  the  legal 
obligations  of  those  in  public  calling  and  in  private  busi- 
ness was  often  of  the  utmost  importance  in  our  early 
common  law.  Indeed,  whether  the  defendant  was  in 
common  employment  or  not,  made  more  difference  in  the 
success  of  a  plaintiff's  action  or  its  failure  than  it  does 
to-day.  In  those  days  contract  law  was  so  xmdeveloped 
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that  in  an  ordinary  business  one  could  not  be  held  to  his 
bargains,  yet  at  that  time  in  a  public  calling  such  as 
innkeeping  one  was  held  to  the  public  undertaking  he 
made  to  serve  all  that  might  apply.  So,  too,  while  the 
law  of  tort  as  yet  gave  no  remedy  against  one  for  negli- 
gent injury  to  property  voluntarily  intrusted  to  him  in  the 
course  of  ordinary  business,  in  a  public  employment  such  as 
that  of  the  blacksmith  one  was  answerable  for  failing  to  use 
proper  skill  in  the  calling  he  had  assumed.  However 
obsolete  this  substantive  law  may  be  as  to  private  business, 
the  subsequent  developments  in  the  law  in  no  manner 
affect  the  force  of  these  decisions  in  establishing  the 
fundamental  difference  in  legal  situation  between  those 
engaged  in  public  employment  and  those  in  private  busi- 
ness. The  law  which  suffices  for  ordinary  businesses  has 
never  been  enough  for  the  protection  of  the  public  in 
their  dealings  with  these  extraordinary  services.  Special 
law  has  always  been  necessary  for  the  regulation  of  prices 
in  public  employments;  and  these  principles  of  our  com- 
mon law  are  for  all  time. 

§  6.  The  history  of  the  carrier. 

From  the  earliest  times  it  has  been  agreed  that  the 
common  carrier  of  goods  is  in  a  pubUc  employment.  A 
statement  of  the  early  law  is  to  be  found  in  one  of  the 
leading  cases  on  carriers,  Jackson  v.  Rogers.^  ''This  was 
an  action  on  the  case  for  that  whereas  defendant  is  a 
common  carrier  from  London  to  Lymmington  et  aMnde 
retrorsum,  setting  forth  as  the  custom  of  England,  that  he 
is  boimd  to  carry  goods,  and  that  the  plaintiff  brought 
him  such  a  pack,  he  refused  to  carry  them,  though  offered 
his  hire.  And  held  by  Jeffries,  C.  J.,  that  the  action  is 
maintainable,  as  well  as  it  is  against  an  innkeeper  for 
refusing  a  guest,  or  a  smith  on  the  road  who  refuses  to 
shoe  my  horse,  being  tendered  satisfaction  for  the  same. 

'  2  Show.  327  (1683).  The  whole  report  of  thid  case  ib  included  in  the  quota- 
tioQ  which  foUowB. 
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Notej  that  it  was  alleged  and  proved  that  he  had  conven- 
ience to  carry  the  same;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict." 
In  Plantagenet  England  the  population  lived  apart  in 
separate  communities.  Small  attention  was  paid  to  the 
roads  connecting  them  which  were  no  more  than  trails 
winding  through  the  wilderness.  No  cart  could  pass  over 
them,  only  pack  animals  with  the  goods  in  their  panniers. 
So  many  were  the  bands  of  outlaws  in  the  greenwood 
that  no  man  might  with  safety  traverse  these  paths  alone. 
The  transportation  of  goods  was,  therefore,  given  over  to 
the  carrier,  who  traveled  oftentimes  with  trains  of  pack 
animals,  and  a  considerable  company.  Few  would  pass 
over  the  same  roads  between  the  same  towns,  because 
the  traffic  was  still  comparatively  small,  as  England  had 
as  yet  but  little  beyond  a  local  economy  where  each  com- 
munity was  sufficient  to  itself,  into  a  national  economy 
which  involved  interchanges  of  goods  between  distant 
markets.  The  conditions  surrounding  transportation, 
therefore,  were  those  of  virtual  monopoly.  The  merchant 
must  appeal  to  the  protection  of  the  law,  a  protection 
without  which  he  was  at  the  mercy  of  the  carrier  with 
whom  circumstances  forced  him  to  deal  without  a  chance 
for  choice. 

§  6.  The  position  of  the  wharfinger. 

In  a  commercial  port  those  who  own  the  convenient 
sites  for  wharfage  upon  deep  water  possess  a  peculiar 
advantage.  It  was  of  such  wharfinger  that  Lord  Hale  in 
his  De  Portibus  Maris  *  wrote  the  most  famous  paragraph 
in  the  whole  law  relating  to  pubhc  service.  It  is  there 
that  he  says  that  whenever  the  king  or  a  subject  have  a 
pubhc  wharf  to  which  all  persons  must  come  who  come  to 
that  port  to  unload  their  goods — ''in  that  case  there  cannot 
be  taken  arbitrary  and  excessive  duties  for  cranage, 
wharfage,  etc.,  but  the  duties  must  be  reasonable  and 
moderate,  for  now  the  wharf  and  crane  and  other  con- 

*  Hargrave  Law  Tracts,  78. 
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veniences  are  affected  with  a  public  interest  and  they 
cease  to  be  juris  privcUe  only."  No  more  significant 
phrases  were  ever  penned. 

§  7.  Continuance  of  State  regulation. 

The  irresistible  advances  of  the  modem  competitive 
system  gradually  worked  the  destruction  of  the  mediaeval 
organization  of  industry.  Great,  however,  as  was  this 
change  from  the  old  economic  theory  to  the  new,  it  was 
gradual,  and  it  was  never  complete.  There  was  a  swing 
of  the  pendulum.  General  but  not  absolute  restriction 
of  freedom  of  trade  was  the  policy  of  the  middle  ages; 
general  freedom  of  trade,  with  the  restriction  of  certain 
exceptional  occupations,  has  become  the  policy  of  mod- 
em times.  A  state  of  free  competition  has  been  for  several 
centuries  now  considered  to  be  for  the  best  interests  of 
society;  and,  therefore,  in  modem  times  almost  every 
business  has  been  opened  to  almost  every  man.  And  yet 
at  all  times  in  economic  history,  both  restriction  and  free- 
dom are  to  be  foimd  in  the  law.  The  proportion,  however, 
changes  greatly.  In  one  epoch  there  is  much  legal  limita^ 
tion,  with  little  freedom  left;  in  another  age  there  is  almost 
universal  competition,  with  some  little  franchise  to  be  f oimd. 
And  the  rule  will  generally  hold  true  that  the  more  the  nat- 
ural laws  of  competition  regulate  service  and  price,  the  less 
the  State  need  interfere  m  these  respects;  but  conversely 
when  competition  ceases  to  act  efficiently  State  control  be- 
comes necessary. 

§  8.  Parliamentary  regulation  of  rates. 

During  this  transitional  period  when  the  mediaeval 
system  of  customary  laws  ceased  to  operate  effectively. 
Parliament  itself  frequently  regulated  the  prices  of  neces- 
saries of  life  by  direct  legislation.  The  great  staples, 
like  wool  and  food,  were  habitually  regulated  in  this  way, 
and  the  employment  and  the  price  of  labor  was  a  subject 
oi  statutory  provision.    Thus,  in  1266,  Henry  III,  after 
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reciting  former  statutes  to  the  same  effect,  regulated  the 
price  of  bread  and  ale  according  to  the  price  of  wheat 
and  barley ,  and  forbade  forestalling;  that  is,  cornering  the 
market.  In  1337  it  was  made  felony  to  export  wool, 
and  the  importation  of  cloth  was  forbidden.  In  1349 
all  laborers  were  obliged  to  serve  for  the  customary  wages, 
and  '^  butchers,  fishmongers,  r^rators,  hostelors  (i.  e.,  inn- 
keepers), brewers,  bakers,  poidterers,  and  all  other  sellers 
of  all  manner  of  victuals,"  were  bound  to  sell  for  a  rea- 
sonable price.  These  statutes  continued  in  force  through- 
out the  middle  ages,  and  imtil  after  the  settlement  of 
America. 

§  9.  Restriction  of  prices  in  the  colonies. 

This  legislative  power  the  colonists  brought  to  America 
with  them.  In  a  new  colony  life  is  a  serious  thing,  the 
necessaries  of  life  are  scarce,  and  the  needs  of  the  public 
are  pressing.  The  conditions  are  ideal  for  a  distressing 
cornering  of  the  market  by  merchants.  Accordingly, 
though  most  of  the  statutory  regulations  of  trades  and 
prices  had  either  been  repealed  or  had  become  obsolete 
in  the  mother  country,  the  colonies  at  an  early  time 
passed  statutes  regulating  the  prices  of  staple  commodi- 
ties. Thus  in  Massachusetts  in  1635  shopkeepers  and 
merchants  were  forbidden  to  charge  excessive  prices. 
In  Plymouth  colony  the  price  of  boards  was  fixed  in  1668. 
Com  and  tobacco,  beer  and  bread,  beef  and  boards,  all 
that  was  most  important  for  the  colonists  to  have  was 
regulated  as  a  matter  of  course  by  the  assemblies  of  the 
time. 

§  10.  Persistence  of  the  legislative  power. 

This  extreme  form  of  the  police  power  over  public 
employment  remained  in  the  legislative  branch  notwith- 
standing the  general  guaranties  of  individual  liberty  con- 
tained in  the  American  constitutions.  To  compel  the 
proprietors  of  those  businesses  which  had  been  r^arded 
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as  peculiarly  affected  with  a  public  interest  to  serve  all 
that  applied  at  reasonable  rates  was  immemorial  practice, 
and  therefore  was  indisputably  due  process  of  law.  This 
historical  argument  was  given  chief  place  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  leading  case^  on  this 
branch  of  the  police  power.  "Under  these  powers,"  said 
the  court,  ''the  government  regulates  the  conduct  of  its 
citizens  one  towards  another,  and  the  maimer  in  which 
each  shall  use  his  own  property,  when  such  regulation 
becomes  necessary  for  the  public  good.  In  their  exercise 
it  has  been  customary  in  England  from  time  immemorial, 
and  in  this  coxmtry  from  its  first  colonization,  to  regulate 
ferries,  conmion  carriers,  hackmen,  bakers,  millers,  wharf- 
ingers, innkeepers,  etc.,  and  in  so  doing  to  fix  a  maximum 
of  charge  to  be  made  for  services  rendered,  accommodations 
furnished,  and  articles  sold.  To  this  day,  statutes  are  to 
be  foxmd  in  many  of  the  States  upon  some  or  all  these 
subjects;  and  we  think  it  has  never  yet  been  successfully 
contended  that  such  legislation  came  within  any  of  the 
constitutional  prohiUtions  against  interference  with  pri- 
vate property." 

§  11.  Survival  of  the  common  law. 

From  one  point  of  view  the  constitutional  validity  of 
legislative  control  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  persist- 
ence of  the  common-law  principles  regulating  public  em- 
ployments. The  common  law  persists  from  age  to  age, 
and  though  the  instance  of  its  rules  may  be  seen  to  change 
as  old  conditions  pass  away  and  new  conditions  arise, 
its  fundamental  principles  remain.  The  early  cases  which 
were  just  under  discussion  are  illustrations  of  this  course 
of  events.  Barber,  surgeon,  smith  and  tailor  are  no 
long^  in  common  calling  because  the  situation  in  the 
modem  times  does  not  require  it;  but  innkeeper,  carrier, 
ferryman  and  wharfinger  are  still  in  that  classification, 
since  even  in  modem  business  the  conditions  require  them 

*  Muan  V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed.  77. 
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to  be  so  treated.  With  changed  economic  conditions  in 
modern  times  new  callings  have  come  into  being  with 
such  potentialities  that  this  special  law  has  been  utilized 
as  never  before  in  regulating  them.  Indeed,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  one  who  believes  in  our  conmion  law  the 
class  of  public  callings  is  capable  of  indefinite  extension 
whenever  new  conditions  bring  new  employmients  within 
its  scope.*  And  in  all  times  our  law  has  held  to  the  prin- 
ciple that  this  peculiar  regulation  was  necessary  in  certain 
kinds  of  business.  It  depends  largely  upon  the  opinion 
current  at  the  time  how  far  this  law  shall  be  extended. 
But,  however  much  public  opinion  may  change,  this  possi- 
bility of  the  enforcement  of  the  obligation  to  the  public 
owed  by  those  who  conduct  a  business  public  in  char- 
acter, remains. 

Topic  B.    Persistence  of  State  Regulation 

§  12.  Introduction  of  improved  highways. 

What  was  destined  to  give  the  greatest  scope  to  the 
public  service  law  was  the  improved  facilities  for  trans- 
portation. It  was  late  in  the  eighteenth  century  that 
the  need  for  transportation  of  persons  and  goods  more 
quickly  and  more  cheaply  between  distant  conmiunities 
began  to  outgrow  the  facilities  for  commerce  then  at  the 
disposal  of  the  public.  The  solution  of  this  question 
thenceforth  became  one  of  the  most  pressing  economic 
problems  of  the  time,  engaging  the  attention  of  states- 
men, as  every  great  conmiercial  problem  must.  The 
scheme  gradually  worked  out  was  a  system  of  improved 
turnpikes  all  over  the  country  supplemented  by  toll 
bridges,  and  between  the  most  important  markets  the  con- 
struction of  canals  and  the  development  of  existing  water 
ways.  The  theory  of  the  statesmen  of  the  early  nineteenth 
century,  who  dealt  with  the  conditions  under  which  these 

*The  historical  argument  is  ef-  than  in  People  v.  Budd,  117  N.  Y.  1, 
fectively  used  in  many  cases,  but  in  22  N.  E.  670,  5  L.  R.  A.  549,  15 
no  one  is  it  more  elaborately  put      Am.  St.  Rep.  460  (18S9). 
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works  of  internal  improvement  should  be  constructed, 
was  that  private  enterprises  were  better  than  State  owner- 
ship. However,  they  were  willing  to  meet  the  need  of  the 
time  for  immediate  construction  of  these  expensive  works 
by  grants  from  the  State  treasury  or  by  guaranty  of  the 
bonds  of  the  private  companies.  These  improved  high- 
ways were  considered  like  other  highways,  public  in 
character  and  open  to  all,  though  maintained  by  private 
companies  which  were  given  the  franchise  to  charge  tolls, 
without  which  none  could  be  demanded. 

§  13.  The  building  of  turnpikes. 

On  important  lines  of  travel  even  over  considerable 
spans,  bridges  began  to  replace  the  ferries.  As  the  ferries 
had  been  maintained  by  private  parties  with  an  exclusive 
franchise,  charging  ferriage,  the  bridges  were  built  by 
private  companies  with  an  exclusive  franchise  such  as  the 
ferryman  had,  charging  tolls  as  the  ferryman  did.  For 
the  charging  of  tolls  it  is  to  be  remarked  a  rough  classifi- 
cation was  made,  and  on  that  point  there  is  some  public 
service  law  from  this  period.  One  interesting  scheme  was 
the  chartering  of  bridge  companies  with  the  provision  that 
when  the  cost  of  the  bridge,  together  with  a  certain  per 
cent  of  profit  should  have  been  repaid  to  the  proprietors, 
the  bridge  should  become  free.  Throughout  the  country, 
turnpikes  were  constructed  of  various  kinds,  gravel  roads 
and  plank  roads,  for  example.  These  were  built  by  private 
companies  with  a  protecting  franchise,  charging  tolls 
roughly  classified.  Some  little  public  service  law  dates  from 
this  period;  for  such  improved  highways  were  regarded  as 
public  in  character  by  whomsoever  owned.  As  one  court  ^ 
put  this  principle  in  those  earlier  days:  'Though  the  owner- 
ship is  private,  the  use  is  pubUc.  So  turnpikes,  bridges, 
ferries  and  canals,  although  made  by  individuals  under  pub- 
lic grants,  or  by  companies,  are  regarded  as  publici  juris" 

*The  quotation  is  from  Oloott  v.  Supervisors,  16  Wall.  678,  21  L.  ed. 
382  (1872). 
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§  14.  The  era  of  canal  construction. 

In  England  the  canal  period  was  of  considerable  dura- 
tion. Construction  was  begun  soon  after  the  middle  of 
the  eighteenth  century  and  did  not  noticeably  cease  until 
about  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century.  From  the 
first  the  canals  carried  a  very  large  traffic  upon  which 
they  imposed  regular  tolls  upon  a  classified  basis.  In 
the  United  States  also  many  canals  were  constructed, 
largely  aided  by  the  State  governments.  At  one  time  it 
seemed  to  the  most  enthusiastic  behevers  in  the  canal 
system  that  it  was  the  ultimate  solution  of  the  transporta- 
tion problem.  It  was  recognized  in  all  cases  that  all 
boatmen  had  the  right  to  pass  through  these  canals  upon 
pa}dng  to  their  proprietors  the  established  tolls.  Much 
public  service  law  dates  from  this  time.  The  cases  upon 
the  proper  priorities  to  be  observed  in  the  management 
of  a  public  business  are  particularly  interesting. 

§  16.  The  coming  of  the  railways. 

It  is  a  matter  of  history  that  where  the  first  railways 
were  laid  down  at  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth  century 
the  theory  upon  which  they  were  constructed  was  that 
they  would  be  public  highways,  for  the  use  of  which  those 
that  drove  their  vehicles  over  them  should  pay  toll  as  for 
the  use  of  a  turnpike  or  a  canal.  The  introduction  of  the 
steam  locomotive  brought  about  the  end  of  that  theory 
almost  before  it  was  put  into  practice.  A  train  drawn  by 
a  locomotive  was  too  expensive,  the  operation  was  too 
costly,  and  its  management  too  intricate  for  any  shipper, 
or  even  for  any  private  carrier.  Almost  from  the  outset, 
therefore,  the  railway  company  provided  and  operated  the 
engines  and  cars  themselves,  and  accepted  for  trans- 
portation such  goods  as  were  offered.  When  the  right  of 
eminent  domain  was  first  given  to  the  early  railroads  its 
constitutionality  was  doubted,  as  the  railroads  had  now 
become  carriers.  All  such  doubts  were  set  at  rest  by  the 
masterly  opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Ruffin  in  Raleigh  & 
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Gaston  Railroad  v.  Davis,*  in  the  course  of  which  he 
showed  his  appreciation  of  the  benefits  accruing  from  the 
undertaking  of  public  services  by  private  concerns. 

§  16.  Transportation  facilities  as  a  class. 

In  the  first  part  of  the  nineteenth  century,  th^efore,  the 
generalization  was  being  made  (and  not  without  a  certain 
justification  from  the  facts)  that  all  of  the  public  employ- 
ments were  connected  in  one  way  or  another  with  trans- 
portation. Indeed,  this  generalization  became  so  accepted 
that  when  later  in  the  century  new  conditions  pressed  for 
further  application  of  the  law  requiring  the  service  to  the 
public,  the  attempt  was  made  in  the  first  common-law 
decisions  dealing  with  these  businesses  to  include  other 
services  quite  different  in  character  within  this  generaliza- 
tion. Thus  telegraph  companies  and  even  telephone  com- 
panies were  said  to  be  common  carriers,  and  sleeping  cars 
and  steamboats  were  by  some  thought  to  be  inns.  But 
those  judges  who  looked  at  these  new  callings  in  this  light 
saw  through  a  glass  darkly.  It  was  given  to  others  to  see 
the  vision  of  a  great  class  of  public  callings  of  which 
those  connected  with  transportation  constituted  but  one 
branch,  although  the  principal  one. 

§  17.  Alteration  in  economic  conditions. 

In  the  early  part  of  the  nineteenth  century  a  combina- 
tion of  economic  factors  brought  about  in  the  business 
world  as  near  an  approach  to  a  condition  of  freedom  in 
competition  as  can  ever  happen  in  a  world  limited  by 
time  and  space.  Naturally  enough  with  such  individual 
freedom  ot  action  laiaaez  faire  became  the  accepted  policy 
for  dealing  with  the  business  world  as  the  occasions  for 
the  application  of  the  principles  of  law  regulating  pub- 
lic callings  become  fewer.  This  condition  of  affairs  pre- 
vailed to  a  remarkable  extent  in  the  United  States  during 
tiie  first  half  of  the  nineteenth  century.     The  English 

•  2  Dev.  k  Bat.  451. 
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system  of  excessive  legislative  regulation  by  Parliament 
having  become  distasteful,  the  constitutions  of  the  original 
States  and  of  the  United  States  carefully  limited  the 
power  of  legislatures  to  interfere  with  the  ordinary  affairs 
of  business.  Regulation  of  private  affairs  by  the  law  may 
be  said  to  have  been  at  a  minimum  in  the  first  half  of  the 
nineteenth  century.  And  in  this  time  of  small  enterprises 
it  was  safe  to  leave  the  individual  proprietor  free  to  deal 
with  his  customers  as  he  pleased. 

§  18.  Development  in  the  common  law. 

It  is  almost  a  truism  that  the  spirit  of  the  age  molds 
its  law.  Those  who  frame  the  laws  are  members  of  the 
commimity  and  share  its  spirit.  The  age's  ideal  of  right 
is  their  ideal,  the  method  of  thought  about  justice  which 
is  prevalent  at  the  time  is  their  method  of  thought,  too; 
and  it  therefore  follows  that  in  working  out  legal  prob- 
lems, both  bench  and  bar  work  along  the  lines  prescribed 
by  the  spirit  of  the  age  in  which  they  hve.  Nowhere  is 
the  influence  of  the  spirit  of  the  time  on  the  common  law 
more  evident  and  more  potent  than  in  this  question  of 
the  regulation  of  common  callings.  Following  the  change 
in  economic  thought  which  has  been  described,  the  judges 
of  the  last  century  began  to  say  as  to  his  business  activities 
that  it  lay  with  the  tradesman  to  conduct  his  business 
as  he  pleased,  at  his  own  prices.  This  was  a  period  when 
all  men  were  much  attracted  by  the  theory  of  laissez 
faire — that  the  most  desirable  thing  was  the  least  possible 
interference  with  business  relations  by  the  State.  That  the 
coercive  law  of  public  calling  survived  this  period  is  proof 
positive  of  its  absolute  necessity  to  a  greater  or  lesser 
extent  in  every  society. 

§  19.  Special  restrictions  in  early  charters. 

One  method  of  regulation  of  enterprises  public  in  char- 
acter during  this  period  has  not  been  mentioned  as  yet. 
These  were  great  undertakings  which  were  projected — 
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and  turnpikes,  canals  and  railways.  To  carry 
them  out  required  aggregated  capital;  to  maintain  them 
required  permanent  organization.  There  was  a  form  of 
organization  as  yet  confined  to  purposes  in  some  degree 
governmental,  which  was  best  designed  to  bring  together 
the  necessary  capital  and  give  the  necessary  permanence — 
the  corporation.  And  although  it  was  not  as  yet  con- 
sidered proper  to  give  this  franchise  of  being  a  corpora- 
tion to  men  engaged  in  purely  private  business,  it  was 
thought  most  appropriate  for  the  State  to  create  a  cor- 
poration for  such  purposes.  Moreover  in  granting  the 
franchises  the  State  could  impose  upon  the  grantee  such 
terms  as  it  might  think  necessary  for  the  protection  of 
the  public  in  its  dealings  with  the  corporation.  And  so 
the  charters  of  this  period  are  often  elaborate  in  their 
provisions,  imposing  upon  the  corporation  the  duty  to 
serve  all  that  apply  properly  and  without  exceeding  a  cer- 
tain fixed  profit.  Thus  the  beginning  of  statutory  regula- 
tion of  the  American  railways  is  coeval  with  the  railways 
themselves.  The  first  railway  charters  contained  regulations 
as  to  the  doing  of  the  business,  which  have  been  of  consid- 
erable importance  in  the  history  of  statutory  regulation. 
One  of  the  earliest  such  charters  was  that  of  the  Baltimore  & 
Ohio  Railway  in  1827.  This  charter,  among  other  provisions, 
limited  the  amount  of  tolls  to  be  charged  for  fmght  and 
also  expressly  reserved  to  any  future  company  the  right  to 
connect  with  the  road.  The  charter  of  the  Worcester 
Railroad  in  1829  limited  the  toll  to  six  cents  a  ton  per  mile. 
Other  charters  limited  the  earnings  of  the  railroad  to  a 
certain  percentage  each  year  to  amounts  varying  from  ten 
to  twenty-five  per  cent  per  annum. 

§  20.  The  strug^e  against  encroaching  monopoly. 

As  the  prevalence  of  competitive  conditions  in  busi- 
ness  limits  the  application   of  the  principles   of  public 
service  law,  so  the  prevalence  of  monopolistic  conditions 
extends  their  application.    Such  a  change  came  about  in 
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the  latter  part  of  the  nineteenth  century.  About  a  gen- 
eration ago  a  change  in  commercial  practice  showed  with 
remarkable  distinctness  the  advantage  of  combination. 
Great  enterprises  took  the  place  of  small  ones,  and  great 
enterprises  required  co-operation  and  combination.  As 
the  people  became  accustomed  to  look  upon  combination 
as  the  price  of  success,  they  came  more  and  more  to  re- 
gard it  as  a  blessing  rather  than  an  evil;  and  public  opin- 
ion has  gradually  turned  away  from  the  individualistic 
ideal  xmtil  to-day  it  has  been  fairly  discarded  by  the  cur- 
rent philosophy.  With  the  principle  of  combination  as 
the  spring  of  action  has  come  a  corresponding  need  of 
controlling  the  action  of  such  combinations  for  the  good 
of  the  whole  public.  As  the  rights  of  the  individual 
trader  yield  to  the  rights  of  the  great  corporation,  so  in 
the  view  of  the  man  of  the  present  day,  the  rights  of  the 
corporation,  should  in  their  turn  yield  to  the  rights  of 
the  whole  people.  The  same  spirit  which  fosters  combi- 
nation, fosters  also  control  of  the  combination  for  the 
public  benefit.  The  spirit  of  the  present  age,  therefore, 
has  come  to  be  a  spirit  which  demands  that  great  busi- 
ness enterprises  should  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  society.  The  progranmie  of  organized 
society  is  practically  to  see  to  it  that  those  who  have 
gained  a  substantial  control  of  their  market  shall  not  be 
left  free  to  exploit  those  who  look  to  them  to  supply  their 
needs.  Men  now  see  clearly  that  freedom  of  action  in 
the  industrial  world  may  work  injuriously  for  the  pub- 
lic, and  it  must  then  be  restrained  in  the  public  interest. 
Having  seen  the  results  of  unrestrained  power  we  no 
longer  wish  those  who  have  control  of  our  destinies  to 
be  left  free  to  do  with  us  as  they  please.  Such  liberty 
for  them  would  mean  enslavement  for  us. 

§  21.  Conservative  and  radical  views  of  regulation. 

While  it  is  generally  agreed  that  a  change  has  come  over 
the  spirit  of  oiu*  time,  that  State  regulation  is  the  prevail- 
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ing  philosophy  of  the  people  at  the  banning  of  the 
twentieth  century;  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  this  has 
been  the  result  of  a  gradual  progress  of  thought,  and  that 
this  prepress  has  not  affected  all  men  or  all  lawyers 
equally.  Now,  as  at  all  times,  there  are  conservative 
lawyers  and  radical  lawyers,  the  former  as  far  behind  the 
prevailing  spirit  of  the  time  as  the  latter  go  beyond  it. 
In  every  change  of  popular  thought  there  have  been 
laggards,  and  in  every  such  change  there  have  been  those 
who  are  unable  justly  to  estimate  the  true  meaning  of  the 
change,  and  work  beyond  it  into  eccentricities  in  which 
the  people  will  never  follow  them.  We  have,  therefore, 
three  general  types  of  thought  at  every  time:  the  con- 
servatives, the  moderates  and  the  radicals.  And  this  is 
as  true  of  legal  as  of  economic  thought.  Many  lawyers 
still  hold  conservative  views  as  to  the  application  of  the 
law  of  public  callings  to  modem  conditions.  They  be- 
lieve that  the  conductors  of  every  business,  however 
necessary  to  public  welfare,  should  do  whatever  seems 
good  in  their  own  eyes.  And  some  economists  still  tell 
us  that  the  only  way  to  get  efficient  service  for  the  public 
is  to  allow  the  public  service  companies  the  right  of  ex- 
acting such  rewards  as  they  are  able  to  get.  But  in  spite 
of  these  now  obsolescent  views  there  can  be  no  question  that 
the  tendency  to-day  is  to  restrain  in  the  interests  of  society 
all  business  which  has  obtained  imdue  power.  Individual 
freedom  is  limited  by  the  modem  notion  of  social  justice. 

Topic  C.    State  Control  of  Pvblic  Utilities 

§  22.  The  public  services  of  the  present  day. 

Whatever  way  we  turn  to-day  we  depend  upon  a  service 
that  is  public  in  character.  Not  only  in  long  travels  but 
in  short  journeys  we  employ  common  carriers — ^railroads 
and  steamships,  coaches  and  cabs,  street  cars  and  omni- 
buses, the  subway  car  and  the  elevated  train.  If  we  ship 
goods  there  are  various  transportation  services  at  our 
disposal — ^railroads  and  ships,  express  companies  and  dis- 
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patch  lines,  refrigerator  lines  and  tank  cars.  If  we  are 
journeying  we  eat  at  hotel  restaurants,  and  put  up  at 
public  inns,  or  travel  in  p^^lace  cars  and  lodge  ourselves  in 
sleeping  cars.  Our  freight  in  its  transit  has  its  needs  at* 
tended  to:  for  our  goods,  warehouses,  for  our  grain,  eleva- 
tors, for  our  cattle,  stockyards,  and  for  our  exports,  docks. 
In  almost  every  community,  even  relatively  small,  we  have 
for  our  household  needs  gas,  electricity,  water  supply 
and  sewerage  service  provided  for  us,  usually,  except  the 
last  two,  by  private  companies  in  public  service,  and 
always  to  the  law  governing  public  service,  even  when 
provided  by  the  municipality  itself.  For  speedy  com- 
munication in  our  business  and  pleasure,  we  have  the 
telephone  and  telegraph  in  common  use,  and  ticker  service 
and  messenger  call  for  special  needs.  One  may  judge  by 
this  incomplete  list  how  common  to  every  part  of  our 
modem  life  are  the  various  public  services,  and  how  neces- 
sary it  is  that  they  should  be  required  by  law  to  serve 
us  all  with  adequate  facilities  for  reasonable  compensation 
and  without  discrimination. 

§  23.  The  effect  of  natural  monopoly. 

The  case  for  public  service  is  plainest  in  those  few 
utilities  where  there  are  natural  limitations  upon  the 
sources  of  supply  which  are  essential  to  the  business. 
This  situation  in  itself  gives  some  degree  of  monopoly  to 
those  who  control  the  sources  of  supply  most  accessible  to 
their  market,  in  preventing  effective  competition  with  the 
local  service  already  established.  Thus  those  who  control 
the  most  advantageous  watershed  have  a  natural  monopoly 
of  the  supply  of  water  in  a  given  district;  and  so  by  estab- 
lished law  the  waterworks  established  to  distribute  water 
to  a  commimity  must  supply  all  that  apply  to  the  extent 
of  their  imdertaking.  So  too  an  irrigation  S3rstem  by 
which  a  stream  is  impounded  and  its  water  is  distributed 
over  lands  withia  its  flow  has  a  public  character.  Sites 
where  water  power  may  be  developed  to  greatest  advan- 
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tage  are  necessarily  limited;  and,  if  the  enterprise  con- 
templates the  sale  of  water  power  at  the  canal  to  various 
users,  it  would  seem  that  there  should  be  no  discrimination 
therein.  For  like  reasons  those  wno  have  pre-empted  the 
natural  gas  fields  must  deal  without  discrimination  with 
the  public  which  they  have  assmned  to  serve  therefrom. 
All  members  of  the  public  within  the  range  of  the  opera- 
tions of  these  systems  may  demand  that  the  law  put  them 
upon  an  equality  with  their  neighbors  in  obtaining  these 
services  so  necessary  to  their  welfare.  For  were  not  the 
law  ready  to  act  in  their  behalf  there  would  be  the  gravest 
danger  of  intolerable  injustice. 

§  24.  Difficulty  of  distribution  as  a  factor. 

Another  natural  limitation  upon  competition  results 
from  the  character  of  the  product.  If  the  physical  char- 
acteristics of  the  product  are  such  that  it  can  only  have  a 
local  distribution  the  barrier  against  outside  competition 
may  fairly  be  said  to  be  natural.  What  after  all  is  that 
element  in  the  situation  which  makes  the  sale  of  gas  a 
public  employment,  while  the  vending  of  candles  is  a 
private  business?  Is  it  not  that  the  box  of  candles  may 
be  sent  from  any  factory  to  compete  in  any  market,  while 
a  thousand  cubic  feet  of  gas  can  only  be  got  in  any  par- 
ticular community  from  the  pipes  of  the  local  company? 
Much  the  same  argument  could  be  made  in  differentiating 
the  supply  of  electricity  from  the  sale  of  energy  in  the 
shape  of  coal;  and  indeed  electric  lighting  was  held  to  be  a 
public  service  from  the  moment  of  its  first  installation 
upon  a  public  basis.  Electricity  must  .be  distributed  over 
a  wiring  sjrstem  as  it  is  made;  it  cannot  be  transported 
independently  and  stored  indefinitely.  The  purpose  for 
whidi  the  supply  is  used  would  seem  to  be  immaterial 
so  long  as  thereby  a  public  need  is  satisfied.  Neverthe- 
less there  have  been  some  doubts  raised  about  the  public 
status  of  an  electric  company  supplying  power  exclusively. 
To. give  a  modem  example  of  a  public  employment  made 
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such  by  the  special  character  of  the  product  supplied  and 
the  peculiar  necessities  of  the  local  public,  one  might 
instance  the  ice-plants  in  the  cities.  It  may  be  predicted 
with  confidence  that  the  ice-plants  will  henceforth  be 
found  upon  the  list  of  those  businesses  so  important  to  the 
public  that  they  can  no  longer  be  left  to  the  private  hands 
without  public  control. 

§  25.  Scarcity  of  advantageous  sites. 

The  sites  upon  which  certain  services  can  be  conducted 
to  best  advantage  are  few  in  niunber.  In  Mimn  v.  Illinois 
(perhaps  the  leading  case  upon  public  employment)  the 
Supreme  Court  spoke  of  the  grain  elevators  as  taking  toll 
at  the  gateways  of  commerce.  Likewise  the  owners  of  the 
established  docks  obviously  command  the  situation;  and 
this  is  the  explanation  of  the  fact  that  wharfingers  are 
held  to  serve  the  public.  The  necessity  of  these  locations 
to  proper  conduct  of  the  business  may  be  so  great  that 
those  who  are  possessed  of  these  sites  may  well  be  said  to 
enjoy  a  natural  monopoly;  since  if  others  venture  to 
establish  themselves  at  all  at  such  disadvantage,  their 
competition  will  be  comparatively  ineffectual.  At  all 
events,  those  in  the  favorable  locations  could  exact  higher 
prices  than  would  be  fair,  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  the 
law  intervened.  Terminal  facilities,  such  as  imion  stations 
furnish  the  most  striking  examples  of  this  importance  of 
particular  sites;  and  there  are  cases  compellmg  them  to 
take  in  all  railroads  desiring  entrance.  To  a  lesser  extent 
this  is  true  of  those  services  which  although  not  dependent 
upon  an  exact  location  are  operated  with  peculiar  advan- 
tage in  particular  areas,  such  as  stockyards,  which  by 
recent  decisions  have  been  held  subject  to  pubUc  control  of 
their  business  conduct. 

§  26.  Limitation  of  available  time. 

Another  obvious  restriction  upon  effective  competition 
results  from  limitation  of  time.    When^  the  need  of  the  ap- 
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plicant  is  immediate,  the  person  from  whom  he  asks 
service  has  an  imfair  advantage.  It  is  this  instant  need 
which  gives  to  those  agencies  established  for  the  rapid 
transmission  of  intelligence  that  virtual  monopoly  which 
the  earlier  telegraph  and  the  later  telephone  have  always 
had.  The  very  nature  of  their  business  is  such  that  one 
must  deal  with  the  established  plant  upon  whatever  terms 
its  owners  are  allowed  to  make.  This  is  equally  true  of 
news-gathering  agencies  such  as  the  press  bureau,  and 
the  stock  tickers.  There  are  those  who  must  have  this 
service  in  their  business  or  they  cannot  get  on  at  all  in 
competition  with  their  rivals.  Thus  the  law  must  step  in 
and  see  to  it  that  only  reasonable  rates  are  imposed.  In 
these  businesses  public  regulation  of  the  service  furnished 
is  peculiarly  necessary,  or  else  public  needs  will  not  be 
met.  There  are  other  ways  of  sending  commimications  by 
mail  or  by  messenger,  but  since  time  is  of  the  essence  here 
they  are  not  effective  substitutes.  It  is  not  accidental  that 
the  telephone  cases  and  the  associated  press  cases  furnish 
the  best  discussion  of  the  fimdamental  basis  of  the  special 
law  of  public  employment.  Obviously  this  coercive  law  is 
imperatively  required  to  meet  the  monopolistic  conditions 
surrounding  these  pecidiar  services. 

§  27.  The  public  services  a  necessity. 

The  test  here  suggested  is  that  whether  a  business  is 
public  or  not  depends  upon  the  situation  of  the  public 
with  respect  to  it.  Wherever  there  is  in  private  hands 
substantial  control  of  a  public  necessity,  it  may  well  be 
said  that  the  public  has  now  an  interest  in  the  conduct 
of  these  businesses  by  their  owners.  Since  these  agencies 
are  carried  on  in  a  manner  to  make  them  of  public  con- 
sequence, they  have  become  affected  with  a  public  interest. 
Therefore,  as  the  old  books  say,  having  devoted  their 
property  to  a  use  in  which  the  public  has  an  interest, 
they  in  effect  have  granted  to  the  public  an  interest  in 
that  use,  and  must  submit  to  be  controlled  by  the  public 
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for  the  common  good  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  they 
have  created.  It  is  only  a  few  years  since  we  have  had 
any  detailed  law  for  the  regulation  of  public  services. 
If  they  did  not  refuse  to  render  their  usual  service,  and 
did  not  charge  extortionate  prices,  little  fault  was  to  be 
foimd  with  them  in  the  last  generation.  Now  we  are 
demanding  of  them  the  utmost  service  which  they  are 
capable  of  rendering,  upon  the  terms  of  full  equality  for 
the  whole  public.  If  they  do  not  increase  their  facilities 
to  meet  the  needs  of  their  growing  business,  and  if  they 
give  one  customer  in  any  way  the  least  advantage  over 
another,  we  sternly  call  their  owners  to  accoimt. 

§  28.  Economic  limitations  create  public  emplojrment. 

The  conditions  which  may  produce  virtual  monopoly, 
such  as  natural  sources  of  supply,  restricted  opportunities 
of  access,  limited  time  at  disposal  and  difficulties  in  dis- 
tribution have  just  been  discussed.  But  of  almost  equal 
importance  are  other  factors  producing  true  economic 
monopoly  by  deterring  effectual  competition,  such  as  the 
cost  of  the  plant,  the  large  scale  upon  which  the  business 
is  done,  the  absence  of  effectual  substitutes  and  the  de- 
pendent position  of  the  particular  service.  These  ele- 
ments in  the  general  situation  have  doubtless  already 
been  taken  into  account  unconsciously;  but  they  are  of 
such  importance  as  to  deserve  mention.  These  economic 
forces  of  various  sorts  may  either  singly  or  in  combination 
with  others,  natm*ally  result  in  a  given  business  in  a  monop- 
oly of  a  sort  which  bids  fair  to  be  permanently  character- 
istic of  that  employment.  In  these  businesses  the  larger 
the  scale  upon  which  the  business  is  done  the  lower  the 
cost  of  performing  the  service.  In  such  businesses  there 
must  be  such  great  smns  expended  in  construction  of  the 
plant  that  none  would  venture  to  sink  an  equal  sum  in  a 
competing  service  at  the  risk  of  total  loss  in  case  of  failure. 
The  common  fact  therefore  in  all  instances  of  public 
employment  is  virtual  monopoly  so  established  in  the 
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nature  of  things  that  society  must  reckon  with  it.  And  it 
matters  not  by  what  conditions  this  situation  is  established 
8o  that  it  has  the  elements  of  permanence. 

§  29.  Cost  of  the  plant 

The  usual  characteristic  of  a  public  service  is  the 
relatively  large  cost  of  the  plant.  In  very  many  instances 
this  runs  high  into  millions  which  must  be  invested  before 
the  service  can  be  begun.  This  necessity  of  getting  to- 
gether so  much  capital  limits  fundamentally  the  amoimt 
of  such  construction.  Canals  and  railroads  furnish  the 
chief  examples  of  this.  It  would  take  perhaps  twenty 
billion  dollars  to  dupUcate  our  present  facilities  for  trans- 
portation; and  it  is,  therefore,  practically  inconceivable 
that  it  will  be  done.  Moreover,  in  most  monopolies 
there  is  still  another  reason  why  capital  is  kept  from  in- 
vestment in  a  competmg  service.  The  capital  invested 
must  be  sunk  at  the  risk  of  failure  in  this  one  market. 
The  investment  made  in  such  services  cannot  be  with- 
drawn. Public  privileges  may  be  given  to  a  business 
public  in  character;  and  by  the  same  token  public  reg- 
ulation of  such  businesses  as  are  affected  with  a  public 
interest  is  justifiable.  But  what  those  businesses  are  de- 
pends upon  what  the  experience  of  our  time  is  and  what 
our  insight  into  the  situation  with  which  we  are  confronted 
teaches  us.  Thus  to  the  enormous  cost  as  a  deterrent  to 
competition  is  added  the  imminent  risk  of  total  loss  in 
a  desperate  competition  in  which  one  must  perish. 

§  30.  Service  on  a  large  scale. 

The  applicant  who  wishes  an  individual  service  of  the 
kind  rendered  by  the  established  company  is  almost  al- 
ways at  great  disadvantage  relatively  in  supplying  him- 
self. It  is,  of  coxmse,  rare  that  the  possibilities  in  any 
given  case  will  be  so  restricted  that  if  the  applicant  is 
refused  service  by  the  particular  company  no  alternative 
is  open  to  him;  usually  in  some  way  or  other  he  could  hit 
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upon  some  way  out  in  such  a  case.  But  the  alternative 
ofifered  will  often  be  an  inadequate  substitute,  disadvanti^ 
geous  to  a  greater  or  lesser  degree.  In  such  a  situation 
there  is  no  effectual  competition  to  regulate  the  action  of 
the  original  company,  and  without  the  interposition  of  the 
law  there  might  be  great  oppression.  It  is  plain  that  a 
railroad  may  not  base  its  rates  to  a  particular  shipper 
upon  what  it  would  cost  him  to  cart  his  goods  to  market. 
ITie  mere  fact  that  there  are  two  services  is  not  enough  to 
alter  the  fact  that  the  situation  is  essentially  monopolistic, 
for  if  one  may  refuse  service,  the  other  may  also.  This 
would  be  plainly  true  in  the  case  of  a  city  where  there 
were  two  competing  telephone  systems.  There  are, 
therefore,  extrinsic  conditions  by  which  it  is  to  be  deter- 
mined what  businesses  are  affected  with  a  public  interest; 
and  the  law  must  here  as  elsewhere  deal  with  existing 
facts. 

§  31.  Legal  privileges  accompanying  public  employment 

That  legal  privileges  frequently  accompany  public 
employment  is  a  coincidence  that  has  struck  many  ob- 
servers as  a  characteristic  of  the  whole  class.  It  is  indeed 
common  to  find  in  the  case  of  public  employments  of  all 
sorts  the  enjoyment  of  an  exclusive  franchise,  or  the 
exercise  of  eminent  domain,  the  use  of  the  streets,  or  even 
a  direct  grant  from  the  public  treasury.  The  common 
argument  is  that  because  these  businesses  have  been  granted 
these  privileges  they  have  thereby  acquired  their  pubUc 
character.  It  is  submitted,  however,  that  imder  our  con- 
stitutional system  no  special  privileges  can  be  granted 
except  for  a  pubUc  purpose;  for  unless  there  is  public 
interest  apparent  the  grant  is  void.  We  have  seen  already 
that  the  conditions  of  virtual  monopoly,  however  caused, 
may  give  rise  to  public  calling,  even  when  the  State  has 
had  no  hand  in  the  estabUshment  of  the  situation.  This 
is  most  suggestive;  indeed,  one  is  thus  led  to  an  entire 
inversion  of  the  common  statement  of  the  relation  between 
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the  existence  of  public  privileges  and  the  establishment  of 
public  employment.  The  real  truth  of  the  matter  seems  to 
be  in  the  opposite  statement,  that  no  business  can  be 
granted  a  privilege  imder  our  constitutional  system  unless 
it  Ib  public  in  character. 

Topic  D.    Modem  Regulation  of  Pvblic  Services 

§  32.  Necessaiy  regulation  of  virtual  monopoly. 

A  review  of  all  of  the  instances  of  public  employment 
which  have  been  cited  in  the  course  of  this  whole  dis- 
cussion will  show  that  this  conception  of  virtual  monopoly 
will  cover  everything.  Nothing  narrower  will  do,  as  for 
escample  the  difference  sometimes  put  forward  between  the 
undertaking  of  a  public  service  in  contradistinction  to  the 
furnishing  of  a  public  supply.  Now,  it  is  true  that  most 
of  the  cases  are  cases  of  service — the  railway  and  the  ware- 
house, for  example;  but  other  of  the  cases  are  of  supply, — 
the  waterworks  and  gas  works,  for  instance.  Indeed,  there 
is  nothing  in  this  distinction,  either  in  economics  or  in 
law.  It  is  submitted  that  any  business  is  made  out  to  be 
public  in  character  where  there  is  a  virtual  monopoly 
inherent  in  the  nature  of  things.  If  virtual  monopoly  is 
made  out  as  the  permanent  condition  of  affaks  in  a  given 
business,  then  the  law,  it  seems,  will  consider  that  calling 
public  in  its  nature.  On  the  other  hand,  if  effective  com- 
petition is  proved  as  the  regular  course  of  things  in  a 
given  industry,  the  law  will  hold  all  businesses  within  it  as 
private  in  their  character.  Under  oiu*  constitutional 
system  a  distinction  is  made  upon  this  line.  In  the  public 
calling,  regulation  of  service,  facilities,  prices  and  dis- 
criminations is  possible  to  any  extent.  Monopolistic 
conditions  demand  such  policy;  and  at  no  period  in  history 
has  this  been  more  apparent  than  now.  In  the  private 
callings  no  such  legislation  should  be  permitted.  Where 
competitive  conditions  prevail  there  should  be  freedom; 
and  at  no  epoch  in  our  industries  has  it  been  more  im- 
portant to  insist  upon  this.    Wherever  th^^e  is  established 
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monopoly  in  a  business  of  public  importance  at  any  time 
and  from  any  cause,  the  protection  of  the  law  is  requisite, 
requiring  that  all  shall  be  served  on  a  reasonable  basis. 
But  wherever  competition  prevails  it  may  be  relied  upon 
to  bring  about  all  these  results  by  its  own  imperative  laws. 


§  33.  Economic  conditions  at  the  present  time. 

As  a  result  of  these  changed  business  ideas,  and  of  the 
great  inventions  which  have  constantly  tended  to  increase 
the  magnitude  of  business  enterprises  there  has  been  as 
has  been  seen  in  the  last  fifty  years  a  great  growth  of  em- 
ployments which  have  gained  virtual  monopoly  in  mat- 
ters of  pubUc  necessity.  The  positive  law  of  the  pub- 
lic calling  is  the  only  protection  that  the  public  have 
in  a  situation  such  as  this,  where  there  is  no  competi- 
tion among  the  sellers  to  opei^te  in  its  favor.  So  much 
has  our  law  been  permeated  with  the  theory  of  laiasez 
faire,  which  was  but  lately  so  prominent  in  the  policy  of 
our  State,  that  the  admission  has  been  made  with  much 
hesitation  that  State  control  is  ever  necessary.  But  the 
modem  conclusion,  after  some  bitter  experience,  is  that 
freedom  can  be  allowed  only  where  conditions  of  virtual 
competition  prevail;  for  in  conditions  of  virtual  mo- 
nopoly, without  stem  restrictions,  there  is  always  great 
mischief.  There  is  now  fortunately  almost  general  assent 
to  State  control  of  the  public  service  companies,  since  it  is 
recognized  that  the  special  situation  requires  an  exacting  law. 

§  84.  Control  of  the  public  services. 

In  recent  times  there  imdoubtedly  is  an  increasing  need 
of  this  stricter  regulation  of  all  employments  which  appear 
to  be  affected  with  a  public  interest.  While  it  is  tme  that 
there  are  many  men  who  still  avow  the  principle  of  laissez 
faire,  who  say  that  it  is  the  better  policy  to  leave  all  busi- 
ness with  as  little  interference  from  the  law  as  possible;  the 
most  of  men  at  least  appreciate  that  the  law  has  already 
taken  control  of  the  situation  for  all  time.  It  is  hardly 
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too  much  to  say  that  the  efficient  regulation  of  the  public 
employments  by  sufficient  law  is  the  most  pressing  prob- 
lem confronting  this  nation;  and  it  must  be  met  without 
further  hesitation.  As  these  great  combinations  of  capital 
have  grown  up  imder  the  law,  S9  their  legal  rights  must 
be  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  whole  people.  Great  power 
brings  as  its  consequence  the  need  of  control  of  that 
power  for  the  good  of  the  whole  people.  Two  ways  only 
can  be  found  to  exercise  such  control.  One  way,  that 
advocated  by  the  radical  persons,  is  government  owner- 
ship and  operation  of  the  pubhc  utilities.  The  other  way, 
which  is  in  fact  the  conservative  method  of  dealing  with 
the  problem,  is  the  control  of  the  rates  and  practices  of 
the  public  service  corporations  for  the  public  good.  One 
or  the  other  of  these  methods  must  be  finally  adopted. 
The  conservative  method  is  now  on  trial.  It  behooves 
us  all  to  see  to  it  that  it  be  so  intelligently  tried,  and  that 
the  law  appUcable  to  the  case  be  so  accurately  enforced, 
that  we  may  not  be  driven  perforce  to  the  radical  alterna- 
tive of  pubUc  ownership. 

§  86.  Differentiation  of  the  public  service  law. 

The  hypothesis  here  put  forward  is  that  whether  a 
business  is  public  or  not  depends  upon  the  situation  of  the 
public  with  respect  to  it.  Are  there  enough  of  such  pur- 
veyors to  serve  the  pubUc?  or  are  there,  for  permanent 
reasons,  never  enough?  If  so,  there  will  be  virtual  com- 
petition; if  not,  there  will  be  virtual  monopoly.  In  all  of 
the  businesses  to  be  discussed  in  these  chapters,  competi- 
tion, although  from  a  legal  point  of  view  possible,  is  from 
the  economic  point  of  view  improbable.  So  far  as  one  can 
see,  virtual  competition  is  at  an  end  in  these  industries, 
and  virtual  monopoly  will  henceforth  prevail.  Therefore 
it  must  be  said  that  the  pubUc  has  now  an  interest  in  the 
conduct  of  these  businesses  by  their  owners.  They  are 
affected  with  a  public  interest,  since  these  agencies  are  car- 
ried on  in  a  manner  to  make  them  of  public  consequence. 
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Therefore,  having  devoted  theu*  property  to  a  use  m  which 
the  public  has  an  interest,  they  in  effect  have  granted  to 
the  public  an  interest  in  that  use,  and  must  submit  to  be 
controlled  by  the  public  for  the  common  good  to  the 
extent  of  the  interest  they  have  created.  Plainly  we  have 
in  the  accepted  use  of  these  phrases  the  manifestation  of 
a  deep-seated  change  in  habits  of  thought.  Only  twenty- 
five  years  ago  the  general  feeling  as  to  every  sort  of 
industrial  relation  was  that  it  was  better  to  leave  all 
alone,  that  it  was  better  to  leave  people  to  work  out  their 
own  salvation.  But  of  late  years  we  have  been  calling 
upon  the  State  to  save  us  from  monopoly  in  all  its  forms; 
and  we  are  impatient  if  it  delays. 

§  86.  Unity  of  the  public  service  law. 

Not  only  has  it  been  realized  at  last  that  we  have 
relating  to  the  public  services  a  distinct  department  of 
the  law,  but  also  it  is  becoming  recognized  that  within 
this  department  there  is  a  consistent  body  of  law  in 
process  of  unification.  It  is  in  the  firm  beUef  that  the  law 
governing  the  public  services  will  prove  upon  analysis  to 
be  a  really  unified  body  that  the  author  has  been  working 
for  many  years.  Certainly  the  general  propositions  hold 
true  as  to  all  public  employments — ^that  all  must  be 
served,  adequate  facilities  must  be  provided,  reason- 
able rates  must  be  charged,  and  no  discriminations  must 
be  made.  Moreover  in  dealing  with  the  minor  details 
of  these  principles,  cases  from  one  service  will  be  foimd 
in  point  in  another — ^what  conditions  there  are  precedent 
to  service,  what  will  excuse  failure  in  provision  of  facilities, 
what  is  a  proper  basis  for  calculating  rates  and  what 
differences  constitute  discrimination.  It  has  been  re- 
marked many  times  that  the  common  law  may  be  relied 
upon  to  meet,  by  the  continual  development  of  its  fimda- 
mental  principles,  the  complex  conditions  created  by  the 
constant  evolution  in  the  industrial  organization.  One 
of  the  most  striking  of  modem  instances  of  this  capacity  of 
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growth  in  the  common  law  is  the  astonishing  progress  in 
the  working  out  of  the  detail  of  the  exceptional  law  govern* 
ing  the  conduct  of  public  callings. 

§  87.  The  modem  programme  of  State  control. 

In  many  of  the  States  commissions  have  been  estab- 
lished with  full  powers  of  ultimate  supervision  over  prac- 
tically all  matters  affecting  the  service,  faciUties,  rates 
and  discriminations  of  all  the  public  employments  now 
recognized  as  such.  And  m  recent  years  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission  at  Washington  has  been  extended  ex- 
tensively over  interstate  commerce  until  it  includes  not 
only  common  carriers  and  transportation  faciUties  to  a 
greater  extent  than  at  first,  but  such  additional  services  as 
telephone  and  telegraph.  Moreover,  the  powers  of  supervi- 
sion of  the  Commission  have  been  increased  intensively  by 
successive  amendments  to  the  Act  beyond  merely  in- 
vestigating conditions  and  reporting  upon  improper  prac- 
tices, as  it  did  at  first,  to  the  present  stage  where  it  fixes 
rates  and  future  service,  and  gives  reparation  and  other 
redress  for  past  misconduct.  It  is  our  conscious  programme 
to  make  still  more  effective  our  policy  of  public  control  of 
private  ownership,  but  there  is  danger  that  imconsciously 
by  failing  to  do  what  is  right  to  all  concerned  on  all  sides 
we  may  drift  into  a  position  where  we  may  be  forced  into 
public  ownership  and  operation.  For  if  this  systematic 
pn^pumme  to  regulate  effectually  the  charges  of  the  pub- 
lic service  companies  fails  of  something  like  full  success, 
there  is  no  alternative  but  State  ownership  with  its  im- 
knowable  consequences.  As  matters  stand  to-day  the 
advocates  of  State  control  are  really  the  conservatives. 


§  88.  Overshadowing  importance  of  rate 

All  people  who  come  in  touch  with  the  problem  of  rate 
regulation  by  any  method  of  approach  are  agreed  as  to  its 
overshadowing  importance.  Extracts  from  some  note- 
worthy opinions  will  serve  to  show  what  strong  language  it 
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is  necessary  to  use  to  give  any  idea  of  vital  consequence 
of  the  general  issue.  ''The  administration  of  justice/'  said 
Webster,  *'is  the  chief  est  concern  of  man  upon  earth." 
Within  the  scope  of  that  function  of  government  there  is, 
perhaps,  no  single  topic  of  greater  magnitude  or  moment 
than  controversies  which  arise  in  trade  and  commerce. 
Said  Sir  Walter  Raleigh,  "Whosoever  commands  the 
trade  of  the  world  commands  the  riches  of  the  world,  and 
consequently  the  world  itself."  In  a  material  sense,  and  in 
our  astonishing  civilization,  nothing  is  more  important 
than  the  transportation  of  commodities  sold  or  inter- 
changed, and  in  transportation  the  stability  and  reasonable 
character  of  the  rates  charged  therefor  is  scarcely  less 
important  than  transportation  itself.  The  three  grand 
departments  of  government,  legislative,  executive,  and 
judicial,  are  with  steady  and  swerveless  purpose  enacting 
or  enforcing  laws  to  safeguard  the  rights  of  the  general 
public,  and  as  well  that  portion  engaged  in  the  conduct  of 
the  public  services. 

§  89.  Present  state  of  the  public  service  law. 

In  the  belief  of  the  writer  the  public  service  law  has  at 
length  reached  a  stage  of  development  in  which  it  may  be 
possible  to  state  its  principles  with  some  degree  of  con- 
fidence. It  is  only  within  the  last  few  years  that  it  would 
have  been  within  the  range  of  possibility  to  do  this. 
Twenty-five  years  ago  the  pubUc  services  which  were  rec- 
ognized were  still  few  and  the  law  as  to  them  imperfectly 
realized.  It  was.  known  from  olden  times  that  those  who 
professed  a  public  emplo3anent  must  serve  all  at  a  reason- 
able rate.  As  to  the  duty  to  serve  it  was  thought  that 
there  were  exceptions.  As  to  the  restriction  of  rates 
there  was  no  standard.  The  important  duty  to  provide 
adequate  facilities  had  hardly  advanced  beyond  the  gen- 
eral law  as  to  negUgence.  And  the  duty  not  to  discrimi- 
nate, was  denied  altogether.  Even  ten  years  ago  when 
these  four  obligations  had  become  generally  recognized, 
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the  details  as  to  them  in  regard  to  any  particular  employ- 
ment had  been  worked  out  only  in  very  fragmentary 
manner.  But  at  the  present  day  it  is  just  beiag  appre- 
ciated that  rapid  progress  may  be  made  by  the  general 
recognition  of  the  unity  of  the  public  service  law,  whereby 
cases  as  to  one  calling  may  be  used  to  show  the  law  in  all. 
Indeed,  it  is  only  in  our  present  day  that  the  attempt 
to  treat  the  public  service  law  as  a  consistent  body  of 
law  could  be  made  with  any  hope  of  success. 

§  40.  Ultimate  limitations  upon  public  employment 

In  this  crisis  of  affairs  the  people  must  be  assured  that 
the  law  is  indeed  adequate  to  deal  with  the  situation, 
that  it  has  not  only  elaborated  detail  to  meet  obvious 
wrongs  seldom  defended,  but  also  enlightened  compre- 
hension to  deal  with  the  large  policies  openly  justified 
which  are  truly  inconsistent  with  public  duty.  That 
those  who  profess  a  pubUc  employment  owe  the  utmost 
public  service  should  be  generally  accepted  as  the  fimda- 
mental  principle  upon  which  the  law  governing  public 
employment  is  to  be  based.  It  is  not  agreed,  however, 
how  far  this  principle  should  be  pressed;  there  is  a  clash 
of  interests  here,  and  there  is  an  inclination  on  the  part 
of  those  who  conduct  the  pubhc  services  to  contest  every 
issue.  This  is  hardly  an  enhghtened  selfishness;  for  it 
seems  to  many  who  appreciate  the  temper  of  the  public, 
that  the  time  has  come  when  extension  of  the  law  and  en- 
forcement of  it  should  be  the  avowed  attitude  of  all  con- 
servative persons  who  wish  the  perpetuation  of  the  pres- 
ent condition  of  individual  enterprise.  It  would  be  well, 
therefore,  if  the  restless  and  the  doubting  who  see  many 
abuses  and  many  wrongs  in  the  conduct  of  our  public 
services  without  prompt  remedy  or  adequate  redress, 
might  be  relieved  and  heartened  by  beiag  shown  that  the 
common  law  is  adequate  to  deal  with  all  real  industrial 
wrongs,  and  that  with  the  aid  of  remedial  statutes  the 
administration  of  the  law  can  be  relied  upon.  It  should 
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be  sufficiently  ^nphasized  at  all  times  in  all  situations 
that  public  servants  may  not  adopt  to  the  prejudice  of 
their  public  various  profitable  policies,  and  then  justify 
them  as  inherent  rights  which  other  men  in  ordinary 
business  may  use  in  the  advancement  of  their  interests. 

§  41.  State  control  not  socialism. 

Regulation  to  the  extent  here  proposed  does  not  mean 
socialism.  This  programme  proposed  such  supervision  of 
those  businesses  which  have  become  public  in  their  char- 
acter as  the  situation  demands;  but  it  leaves  the  manage- 
ment of  these  concerns  in  the  hands  of  their  owners.  Be- 
lief in  State  control  of  public  utilities  does  not  lead  one  to 
socialism;  indeed,  it  saves  one  from  socialism  if  truly 
understood.  It  is  only  in  those  few  businesses  where  the 
conditions  are  monopolistic  that  dangerous  power  over 
their  public  has  been  attained  by  those  who  have  the 
control.  In  most  businesses  the  virtual  competition  which 
prevails  puts  the  distributors  at  the  mercy  of  their  public. 
In  current  opinion  the  recognition  of  this  distinction  is 
manifest.  The  demand  is  for  freer  trade  where  competi- 
tion prevails  and  stricter  regulation  where  monopoly  is 
foimd.  In  this  time  of  peril  to  our  industrial  organization 
faith  in  our  common  law  may  show  the  way  out.  It  can- 
not be  that  this  law  has  guided  our  destinies  from  age 
to  age  through  the  countless  dangers  of  society,  only  to 
fail  us  now. 
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§  60.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  history  of  the  course  and  progress  of  the  action  of 
the  powers  of  Congress  over  commerce  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  the  Commission  is  written  most  briefly 
in  the  preamble  at  the  head  of  the  pamphlet  containing 
the  Act  as  amended ,  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  now  pub- 
lished by  the  Government  Printing  Office:  "An  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce,  approved  February  4,  1887,  as 
amended  by  an  act  approved  March  2,  1889  (25  Statutes 
at  Large,  855),  by  an  act  approved  February  10,  1891 
(26  Statutes  at  Large,  743),  by  an  act  approved  Febru- 
ary 8,  1895  (28  Statutes  at  Large,  643),  by  an  act  ap- 
proved June  29,  1906  (34  Statutes  at  Large,  584),  by  a 
joint  resolution  approved  June  30,  1906  (34  Statutes  at 
Large,  838),  by  an  act  approved  April  13,  1908  (35  Stat- 
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utes  at  Large,  60),  by  an  act  approved  February  25,  1909 
(35  Statutes  at  Large,  648),  by  an  act  approved  June  18, 
1910  (36  Statutes  at  Large,  539),  by  an  act  approved 
August  24,  1912  (37  Statutes  at  Large,  566),  and  by  an  act 
approved  March  1,  1913  (37  Statutes  at  Large,  701)." 

§  61.  Development  of  legislative  control. 

At  the  time  of  the  beginning  of  the  raiboads  every  in- 
ducement was  held  out  by  the  authorities  of  the  State  to 
those  who  would  devote  then*  capital  to  construction  of 
these  highways.  In  the  early  charters  the  legislatures  not 
only  often  permitted  profits  which  to-day  would  seem 
incredible,  but  gave  exclusive  franchises  to  protect  the 
proprietors  in  getting  the  returns  expected.  After  some 
experience  with  this  policy,  however,  the  legislatures  began 
to  grow  cautious  about  granting  exclusive  rights  for  rail- 
road construction;  for  it  was  felt  in  accordance  with  the 
theory  of  political  economy  then  in  vogue  that  competition 
would  protect  the  public  in  all  contingencies.  This  policy 
of  laissez  /aire  had  hardly  been  developed  when  it  was  dis- 
covered that  not  only  did  unrestricted  railroad  building 
produce  wastes  costly  to  all  concerned,  but  that  the  in- 
evitable end  of  all  such  competition  was  a  combination 
of  some  sort,  which  would  almost  inevitably  result  in 
higher  rates.  There  followed  a  period  of  legislative  control 
by  direct  action,  rates  being  drastically  reduced  by  popular 
clamor;  but  it  turned  out  that  much  of  this  legislation  was 
so  iU  advised  as  to  practically  bring  the  business  of  trans- 
portation to  a  standstill.  Not  until  what  may  be  called 
our  own  time  has  it  been  discovered  that  although  control 
was  necessary  it  could  be  better  exercised  by  commissions 
given  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  particular  problems  upon 
general  principles  enounced  by  the  legislature.  Only 
recently,  therefore,  has  it  generally  been  appreciated  that 
an  administrative  body  with  its  elasticity  of  procedure 
can  do  more  to  protect  the  public  than  any  judicial  tri- 
bunal with  its  inherent  limitation  to  private  litigation. 
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Topic  A .    Course  of  Legislation  in  England 

§  62.  Carriers'  liability  before  1830. 

The  practice  of  the  carriers  of  escaping  full  liability 
for  goods  carried  became  established  at  a  very  early  date. 
The  hint  for  this  was  given  by  Lord  Coke  in  his  report  of 
Southcote's  case/  In  a  note  to  that  case  he  pointed  out 
the  desirability  of  bailees'  making  a  special  acceptance 
of  goods  to  hold  as  their  own  in  order  to  escape  the  ab- 
solute liabiUty  which,  as  he  believed,  all  bailees  under- 
went. His  view  as  to  the  absolute  liabiUty  of  all  bailees 
was  soon  modified  by  the  courts,  but  carriers  continued 
under  this  liability,  and  indeed  the  stringent  nature  of  their 
obligation  was  increased  by  the  decision  of  the  Comi;  of 
the  King's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Forward  v.  Pittard.*  In 
order  to  escape  this  excessive  obligation,  carriers  came 
more  and  more  to  limit  their  liability  by  special  accept- 
ance. This  was  usually  effected  by  the  giving  of  notice 
to  shippers  that  the  carrier  would  not  be  responsible  under 
certain  circumstances,  or  to  the  full  extent  of  the  value  of 
the  goods  carried.  These  notices  were  usually  posted  in 
the  shipping  office,  and  were  often  contained  in  advertise- 
ments in  newspapers.  The  courts  allowed  the  practice 
and  permitted  the  carriers  thus  to  limit  their  liability. 
Eventually  the  carriers  attempted  so  great  a  limitation  of 
their  liability  that  shippers  were  really  left  without  pro- 
tection, and  it  became  necessary  to  correct  the  evil  by 
legislation.  This  was  the  occasion  of  the  first  Engli^ 
statute— The  Carriers'  Act  of  1830. 

§  QS.  The  Carriers'  Act  of  1830. 

The  Carriers'  Act  of  1830  applied  to  all  carriers  by  land. 
Its  most  important  provision  forbade  the  limitation  of 
liability  by  public  notice,  permitting,  however,  the  carrier 
to  make  special  contracts  for  the  conveyance  of  goods.' 

'  4  Coke,  83b.  •  11  Geo.  4  <&  1  Wm.  4,  c.  68. 

•  1  T.  R.  27. 
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The  statute  further  exempted  the  carrier  from  liability 
beyond  the  value  of  £10  unless  special  notice  of  value  was 
given.  Under  this  Act  the  giving  of  special  notices  ceased 
for  several  years,  but  finally  the  carriers  again  attempted 
to  limit  their  liability  by  the  giving  of  special  notice,  and 
the  courts  finally  found  a  way  of  permitting  the  limitation 
of  liability  in  this  way  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  In  the  case  of  Walker  v.  York  and  No. 
Midland  Railway,  ^^  the  plaintiff  sued  the  carrier  for  the 
loss  of  fish  he  had  shipped,  which  had  been  injured  by  the 
negligent  delay  of  the  carrier.  The  defendant  had  dis- 
tributed to  the  plaintiff  and  others  printed  notices  saying 
it  would  not  be  liable  for  any  damage  caused  by  delay  and 
that  no  servant  had  any  authority  to  alter  this  condition. 
The  plaintiff  claimed  that  he  was  not  bound  by  such  a 
notice,  and  that  it  would  not  protect  the  carrier,  and,  so 
claiming,  he  shipped  the  fish.  The  court  advised  the 
jury  if  they  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  received  the 
notice  to  find  for  the  defendant,  imless  the  plaintiff  had 
unambiguously  refused  to  deliver  the  goods  on  the  terms  of 
the  notice  and  the  defendant  had  acquiesced  in  the  re- 
fusal. Under  this  instruction  the  jury  found  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  Court  of  the  Queen^s  Bench  held  the 
verdict  correct. 

§  64.  The  Raflway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act  of  1864. 

Partly  as  a  result  of  this  practice  of  the  carriers  thus 
legalized  by  the  coturts,  Parhament  passed  the  Railway  and 
Canal  Traffic  Act  of  1854."  This  Act  applied  only  to 
earners  by  railway  and  canal.  It  forbade  the  limitation 
of  liability  by  notice  and  provided  that  no  contract  limit- 
ing liability  should  be  valid  unless  it  was  in  writing  and 
signed  by  the  shipper.  In  addition  to  this  provision  it 
contained  several  other  important  regulations  of  carriage 
by  railway.  In  the  second  section  it  provided  that  every 
railway  and  canal  company  should  afford  all  reasonable 

»2  E.  A  B.  750.  ^  17  d;  18  Vict.  c.  31. 
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facilities  for  the  receiving  and  forwarding  and  delivering 
of  traffic  upon  and  from  the  several  railways  and  canals 
and  for  the  return  of  carriages,  trucks,  boats,  and  other 
vehicles;  that  no  such  company  should  give  any  undue  or 
imreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  or  in  favor  of 
any  particular  person  or  company,  or  any  particular  de- 
scription of  traffic,  or  subject  any  person,  company,  or  de- 
scription of  traffic  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable  preju- 
dice or  disadvantage  in  any  respect  whatsoever;  and  that 
every  such  carrier  having  a  railway  or  canal  which  formed 
a  part  of  a  continuous  line  of  communication  or  which  had 
a  station  near  the  station  of  another  carrier  should  afford 
all  due  and  reasonable  facilities  for  receiving  and  for- 
warding all  the  traffic  arriving  by  one  or  the  other  such 
railway  without  any  unreasonable  delay  or  preference  or 
advantage,  so  that  no  obstruction  might  be  offered  to  the 
pubhc  desirous  of  using  such  railways  or  canals  as  a  con- 
tinuous line  of  conmiunication,  and  so  that  all  reasonable 
accommodation  might  at  all  times  be  afforded  to  the 
public.  In  the  third  section  it  was  provided  that  any 
company  or  person  might  complain  of  a  violation  of  the 
act  in  any  of  the  courts,  and  that  the  attorney-general 
might  complain  on  behalf  of  the  public;  that  injimctions 
might  be  issued  and  a  penalty  exacted  for  disobedience  of 
such  injunction. 

§  66.  The  Railway  and  Canal  Commission. 

In  1888  ^^  a  Commission  was  established  in  Great  Britain, 
called  the  Railway  and  Canal  Commission,  with  both 
administrative  and  judicial  duties.  The  Commission  is 
composed  of  two  appointed  members  (one  of  them  expe- 
rienced in  railroad  business)  and  a  judge  of  the  Superior 
Court,  appointed  in  each  county  of  the  United  Kingdom 
for  the  business  of  that  county.  All  three  commissioners 
sit  in  each  case  brought  before  the  Commission;  but  the 
two  appointed  members  may  do  administrative  business. 

"  61  d;  62  Vict.  c.  26. 
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To  this  Commission  the  returns  are  to  be  made;  and  they 
are  to  hear  complaints  for  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act  or  other  regulative  acts, 
and  any  dispute  with  regard  to  tolls,  rates  and  charges. 
They  may  order  such  reasonable  facilities  for  traffic  as  the 
interests  of  the  public  may  require.  They  may  award 
damages  for  violations  of  law  or  for  overcharge;  but  no 
damages  can  be  awarded  for  overcharge  where  the  rate 
charged  had  been  properly  published.  The  Conmiission 
may  order  two  or  more  companies  to  make  joint  arrange- 
ments for  traffic,  and  apportion  the  expense.  Complaint 
may  be  made  by  municipal  bodies  or  by  trade  associations. 
On  questions  of  fact  no  appeal  is  allowed  from  an  order  or 
decision  of  the  Commission.  On  any  question  of  law  the 
judicial  member  of  the  Commission  shall  decide,  in  case  of 
difference  of  opinion;  and  from  the  decision  of  the  Com- 
mission an  appeal  lies  regularly  to  the  Comi;  of  Appeal 
and  thence  to  the  House  of  Lords.  On  appeal  the  court 
may  draw  such  inferences  as  are  not  inconsistent  with  the 
facts  expressly  foimd,  when  it  is  necessary  to  determine  the 
question  of  law. 

§  06.  Scope  of  its  powers. 

A  classification  and  rate  sheet  must  be  submitted  by 
every  railway  to  the  Board  of  Trade,  which  after  hearing 
passes  upon  it;  the  schedule  after  approval  is  then  intro- 
duced into  Parliament  and  passed  as  a  statute,  fixing 
thereby  the  maximum  rates  of  the  railway.  If  the  schedule 
of  the  railway  is  not  approved,  the  Board  of  Trade  may 
make  and  introduce  into  Parliament  its  own  schedule.  It 
was  also  provided  that  if  a  joint  rate  is  necessary  as  a 
reasonable  facihty  for  traffic,  the  railways  may  be  re- 
quired  to  make  a  joint  rate.  Differences  in  charges  for 
sunilar  services  to  traders  of  different  districts  presumably 
constitute  an  undue  preference,  and  the  bturden  of  proving 
them  reasonable  is  on  the  railway.  The  Commission 
may  so  far  as  it  thinks  reasonable  consider  whether  such 
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difference  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  securing  in  the 
interests  of  the  pubUc  the  traffic  in  respect  of  which  it  is 
made;  provided  no  difference  shall  be  made  in  the  treat- 
ment of  home  and  foreign  merchandise.  The  Commis- 
sioners have  power  to  direct  that  no  higher  charge  shall 
be  made  to  any  person  for  services  in  respect  of  merchan- 
dise carried  over  a  less  distance  than  is  made  to  any  other 
person  for  similar  services  in  respect  of  the  like  description 
and  quantity  of  merchandise  carried  over  a  greater  dis- 
tance on  the  same  line  of  railway;  but  group  rates  are 
permitted.  Provisions  are  made  for  posting  the  tariff 
sheet  at  stations;  for  complaints  to  the  Board  of  Trade;  for 
filing  returns;  and  for  the  Board  of  Trade  making  rules 
and  regulations. 

§  67.  Increase  by  later  amendments. 

Six  years  later,  by  an  amendment,"  it  was  provided  that 
if  a  railway  increased  its  rates,  and  a  shipper  filed  a  com- 
plaint with  the  Commission,  the  complainant  (unless 
otherwise  ordered  by  the  Commission)  need  pay  at  the 
outset  no  more  than  the  old  rate;  and  the  burden  is  on 
the  railway  to  justify  the  increase.  In  1904  it  was  pro- 
vided further  "  that  the  reasonable  facilities  required  by 
the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act  shall  include  reasonable 
facilities  for  the  junction  of  private  sidings  or  private 
branch  railways  with  the  main  line,  and  reasonable  facil- 
ities for  receiving,  forwarding  and  deUvering  traffic  upon 
and  from  those  sidings  or  private  branch  railways.  The 
most  important  legislation  since  that  time  would  seem  to 
be  the  Railway  Companies  Accounts  and  Returns  Act  of 
1911."  That  Act  provided  most  elaborately  for  the 
system  of  accounts  to  be  kept  by  corporations  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Conunission.  There  are  schedules 
annexed  to  the  Act  with  the  elaboration  of  detail  charac- 
teristic  of  English  legislation  setting  forth  the  various 

"  57  &  58  Vict.  c.  64.  "1  &  2  Geo.  6,  c.  34. 

"  4  Edw.  7,  c.  19. 
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forms  to  be  followed  by  the  companies,  both  as  to  the 
accounts  which  they  should  keep  and  the  returns  which 
they  must  make. 

§  68.  Influence  of  Eng^sh  legislation. 

It  will  be  noted  at  various  points  throughout  this  book 
that  there  has  been  an  interchange  of  ideas  between 
England  and  America  concerning  the  exercise  of  the  pow- 
ers of  regulation  over  railroads.  The  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act  of  1887,  in  its  substantive  provisions  in  the 
earlier  sections,  particularly  those  relating  to  undue  or 
unreasonable  preference,  or  advantage  in  the  treatment  of 
shippers  or  traffic,  is  plainly  modeled  upon  the  Railway 
and  Canal  Traffic  Act.  That  provision  of  the  Hepburn 
Act  giving  the  Commission  power  to  require  the  connec- 
tion of  branch  sidings  with  the  main  line  had  been  antic- 
ipated by  English  legislation  of  a  few  years  earlier.  And 
the  provision  of  the  Mann  Act  to  the  effect  that  increases 
in  rates  could  be  suspended  until  passed  upon  by  the 
commission — the  burden  of  proof  being  upon  the  railroad 
to  justify  the  advance — ^was  also  founded  upon  English 
legislation.  On  the  other  hand,  the  recent  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment relating  to  the  making  of  reports  and  the  keeping  of 
accounts  is  related  in  character  to  provisions  of  the  Act 
to  Regulate  Commerce  of  long  standing. 

§  69.  Authority  of  English  decisions. 

This  fact,  that  several  of  the  fundamental  provisions 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  have  been  founded  upon 
the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  has  had  a  consequence 
of  importance  in  determming  the  interpretation  which  our 
courts  have  put  upon  these  sections.  Thus,  the  section  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  limiting  the  condemnation 
of  rates  described  as  discrimmatmg  to  those  charged  under 
circumstances  and  conditions  substantially  similar,  was  so 
clearly  founded  upon  the  similar  provision  in  the  Rail- 
way and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  that  the  deeisions  of  the 
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English  courts  as  to  the  application  of  this  proviso,  which 
were  in  their  reports  at  the  time  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  was  passed,  were,  in  accordance  with  the  ac- 
cepted canon  of  statutory  construction,  held  to  have  been 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  Congress  when  the  Act  was 
passed,  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  these  decisions 
governing.  A  late  example,  of  this  same  doctrine  is  the 
case  where  it  was  decided  that  no  difference  could  be 
made  between  shippers  who  had  gathered  together  goods 
of  others  for  shipment  and  other  shippers,  such  forwarders 
having  been  held  long  before  by  the  English  courts  to  have 
rights  not  to  be  discriminated  against  when  interpreting 
the  similar  provisions  upon  which  the  American  Act  was 
founded. 

Topic  B.     RegtUation  in  the  States 

§  60.  The  Granger  rate  legislation. 

Between  1870  and  1880  the  western  States  began  to  pass 
stringent  statutes  for  the  regulation  of  railway  charges. 
The  railways  running  through  this  section  were  principally 
organized  and  owned  in  the  eastern  States,  and  the  farmers 
of  the  west  had  become  dissatisfied  with  the  treatment  they 
received,  believing  that  the  roads  were  managed  exclusively 
in  the  interest  of  their  eastern  owners.  The  cruder  legis- 
lation at  the  beginning  of  this  period  provided  in  the 
statute  itself  maximum  rates  for  the  carriage  of  freight. 
For  instance,  in  the  constitution  of  1870  the  Illinois  legis- 
lature was  given  express  power  to  establish  reasonable 
maximum  rates  by  railroads  for  the  transportation  of 
passengers  and  freight  on  the  different  railroads  of  the 
State.  Meanwhile  other  difficulties  were  felt  by  the 
peopl<^  beside  that  of  excessive  charges.  The  discrimina- 
tion of  railroads  in  favor  of  certain  shippers  came  to  be 
an  industrial  evil,  and  provisions  were  adopted  in  State 
after  State  forbidding  such  discrimination.  Among  the 
earUest  was  that  contained  in  the  constitution  of  Penn- 
sylvania of  1873,  in  which  it  was  provided  that  persons 
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and  property  should  be  transported   without  undue   or 
unreasonable  discrimmation  m  charges  or  in  facilities. 

§  61.  Railroad  commissions  of  former  times. 

The  regulation  of  charges  by  direct  legislation  was 
foimd  not  to  be  a  convenient  or  effective  method;  and  as 
early  as  the  period  during  the  era  of  the  construction  of 
the  original  railroads  there  were  commissions  established 
by  the  legislatures  from  time  to  time  to  report  upon 
certain  phases  of  the  problems  which  the  railroads  pre- 
sented. Following  the  period  of  the  Granger  legislation 
with  its  more  or  less  unfortunate  results  the  States  not 
long  thereafter  began  establishing  permanently  commis- 
sions, which  were  given  in  several  States  the  power  to 
fix  rates;  and  this  movement  for  the  establishment  of 
railroad  commissions  eventually  covered  the  entire  country. 
Ahnost  every  State  had  a  transportation  commission, 
although  the  powers  intrusted  to  it  differed  widely  in  the 
different  States.  The  effectiveness  of  these  commissions 
depended  to  a  great  extent  upon  the  skill  and  ability 
with  which  they  are  administered,  and  the  confidence 
felt  in  their  decisions.  The  original  commissions  were 
established  simply  to  investigate  conditions  and  report 
to  the  legislature.  Thus,  until  recently,  the  Massachusetts 
Conmiission  had  fundamentally  no  greater  power  than  to 
make  recommendations  to  the  railroads,  which  if  dis- 
obeyed, were  more  or  less  certain  to  result  in  specific 
action  by  the  legislature.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Com- 
missions of  later  origin,  such  as  the  Texas  Commission, 
were  given  by  the  l^islature  not  only  the  power  to  revise 
the  rates  established  by  the  railroads,  but  to  fix  rates  on 
its  own  initiative. 

§  62.  Additions  to  their  powers. 

Later,  more  extensive  powers  over  railroads  were  given 
to  the  various  State  commissions.  It  was  realized  that 
Hie  attempt  to  regulate  the  railroads  by  laws  passed  from 
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time  to  time  had  broken  down.  Such  l^islative  control 
was  sporadic  in  its  character,  and  scattering  in  its  effect. 
It  was  so  far  without  principles  that  it  was  continually 
being  set  aside  by  the  courts,  and  yet  it  paid  little  atten- 
tion to  particular  situations  requiring  special  treatment. 
Altogether,  it  was  at  last  appreciated  that  the  problem 
of  the  regulation  of  railroads  is  more  administrative  than 
it  is  legislative.  It  is  comparatively  easy  to  say  in  general, 
from  year  to  year,  what  in  general  is  right  to  be  done, 
but  it  is  impossible  to  decree  from  day  to  day,  just  what 
in  particular  should  be  the  service  rendered.  For  a  full 
generation  now,  it  has  generally  agreed  that  the  authority 
to  give  orders  in  particular  cases,  with  power  of  the  State 
behind  it,  should  be  given  to  the  commission  charged  with 
supervision  over  the  railroads.  In  States  such  as  Missis- 
sippi, this  power  was  early  established,  to  be  followed  in  the 
other  States  as  they  were  willing  to  face  the  problem. 
In  these  States  it  will  be  noted  the  legislature  went  no 
further  in  delegation  of  its  power,  than  to  give  the  com- 
mission power  to  apply  the  principles  laid  down  to  par- 
ticular  cases,  but  in  some  States  the  legislature  has  gone 
to  the  extent  of  virtually  abdicating  its  functions  by  giving 
to  the  commission  power  to  lay  down  general  obligations 
governing  all  carriers.  A  commission  which  has  the  power 
given  to  it  as  in  Missouri  of  promulgating  schedules  to  which 
all  railroads  must  conform,  is  having  powers  given  it  which 
it  seems  should  not  properly  be  conferred. 

§  63.  The  modem  public  service  commissions. 

The  powers  of  these  railroad  commissions  of  the  earlier 
time  had  by  1900  gradually  been  extended  over  facilities 
connected  with  transportation,  warehouses  for  example 
where  the  elevation  of  grain  is  a  matter  of  importance. 
Then  came  a  period,  soon  after  1900,  when  the  importance 
of  the  transmission  of  intelligence  by  wire  had  become  of 
such  moment  that  jurisdiction  over  telephone  companies 
was  added  to  the  powers  of  almost  all  of  the  railroad 
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commissions.  Only  a  little  later,  it  was  appreciated  that 
the  Isolation  of  the  municipal  utilities  such  as  gas  works 
and  electric  plants  could  not  be  accomplished  effectively  by 
the  crude  methods  of  limitations  in  charters,  long  abandoned 
in  the  matter  of  transportation  services,  or  by  mimicipal 
ordinances  passed  at  sporadic  intervals  and  often  set  aside 
by  the  courts  as  beyond  the  power  of  the  city.  In  some 
few  States  this  need  was  met  by  the  establishment  of 
special  conmiissions  to  deal  with  these  new  services.  But 
almost  simultaneously  all  over  the  United  States,  beginning 
with  New  York  about  1906,  legislation  was  passed  estab- 
lishing in  place  of  the  existing  commissions  new  commis- 
sions with  power  over  all  the  public  services  of  consequence 
to  the  Commonwealth.  The  Wisconsin  commission  was 
at  about  the  same  time  given  even  more  extensive  powers 
over  the  pubUc  services  within  its  borders.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  this  movement  to  put  all  the  public  service 
companies  under  one  State  commission  is  sweeping  the 
country.  And  indeed  such  concentration  of  the  regulating 
authority  seems  plainly  to  be  the  desirable  thing,  save  where 
particular  circumstances  may  make  it  for  the  time  imprac- 
ticable. 

§  64.  The  spread  of  the  movement. 

Nothing  is  more  significant  in  the  history  of  American 
institutions  of  late  years  than  the  spread  of  this  move- 
ment. The  concentration  of  the  regulation  of  all  the 
utilities  which  are  pubhc  in  character  has  become  a 
policy  to  which  all  parties  have  given  their  support. 
During  the  past  few  years  there  has  not  been  a  time 
when  the  establishment  of  a  public  service  commission, 
with  general  jurisdiction  over  all  the  utiUties,  has  not  been 
written  in  the  annals  of  the  legislation  of  several  States. 
The  New  England  States,  with  their  conservative  tradi- 
tions, have  acted  one  by  one  until  there  is  a  public  service 
commission  now  in  every  State.  The  middle  States  of 
the  tier  which  crosses  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Mississippi, 
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in  place  of  their  railroad  commission  have  created  general 
public  utility  commissions.  There  is  now  a  commission 
with  more  or  less  extended  powers  over  businesses  affected 
with  a  public  interest  in  practically  every  State  in  the 
Union;  and  the  railroads,  it  is  needless  to  say,  are  subject 
to  the  control  of  the  commission  in  every  case.  The  im- 
pelling forces  back  of  this  movement  which  has  thus  swept 
the  coimtry  is  the  fundamental  unity.  It  is  recognized,  at 
last,  that  the  law  governing  the  public  utilities  is  one  and 
the  same,  and  that,  therefore,  there  should  be  one  body 
versed  in  it  all  with  full  powers  over  the  whole  situation. 

§  66.  Extent  of  their  supervision. 

It  has  been  assumed  throughout  the  country  for  so  long 
that  these  public  utiUties  of  every  sort  ought  not  to  be 
left  unregulated  in  private  hands  that  argument  to  that 
effect  would  be  superfluous.  Indeed,  it  is  now  appreciated 
that  the  only  alternative  to  an  impetuous  movement  to- 
ward pubUc  ownership  is  real  success  in  effective  regulation 
of  private  ownership.  The  whole  movement  toward  com- 
mission regulation  rests  upon  the  public  conviction  that 
the  earUer  methods  of  regulation  attempted  through 
court  processes  has  proved  upon  the  whole  ineffective, 
and  that  specific  legislation  has  been  in  most  instances 
unintelligent.  As  a  practical  matter  the  justification  of 
commission  activity  and  supervision,  as  against  statutory 
control  enforced  by  the  courts,  is  that  there  is  thereby 
established  a  speciaUzed  body,  expert  in  the  particular 
work  which  it  has  to  perform.  The  modem  statutes 
establishing  these  bodies  recognize  the  commission  as  the 
organ  of  the  State  both  for  protecting  the  rights  of  the 
utilities  in  the  performance  of  their  functions  and  for  com- 
pelling the  utilities  to  render  in  proper  manner  all  of  their 
public  duties.  Chief  among  the  powers  essential  to  such 
a  commission  is  the  right  to  obtain  full  information  upon 
every  point  affecting  the  operatives  of  the  companies 
subject  to  its  jurisdiction. 
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§  66.  Regulation  of  Rates. 

The  power  is  generally  given  to  the  commissions  in  the 
States  to  determine  and  establish  after  notice  and  hear- 
ing just  and  reasonable  rates  and  the  classifications  and 
regulations  appertaining  thereto.  Experience  seems  to 
have  also  made  it  plain  that  the  protection  of  all  concerned 
requires  the  further  provision  that  the  rates  and  classifica- 
tions shall  be  filed  with  the  commission  before  going  into 
eflFect,  thereby  becoming  the  only  legal  rates  which  can 
be  charged  anyone.  This  has  the  consequence  of  making 
the  charging  of  any  different  rate  than  that  which  has 
duly  been  scheduled  conclusively  illegal  as  discrimination, 
without  any  possibility  of  urging  extenuating  reasons  for 
making  a  difference  in  rates.  It  is  common  to  provide 
that  rates  may  not  be  advanced  without  the  permission  of 
the  commission  having  first  been  obtained.  Indeed,  in  the 
more  thorough-going  States  the  power  not  merely  to 
suspend  advances  in  rates  but  to  prevent  the  lowering  of 
rates  unduly  is  given  to  the  commission — to  fix  the  min- 
imum in  fairness  to  all  concerned  as  well  as  the  maximum 
of  charge  for  protection  of  the  public  has  been  given. 

§  67.  Adequacy  of  service. 

It  is  only  in  recent  years  that  it  has  been  appreciated 
that  the  power  to  compel  adequate  service  is  if  anything 
of  more  importance  to  the  community  than  the  keeping  of 
rates  to  a  reasonable  level.  By  the  provisions  of  the 
modem  statutes,  the  commission  is  given  full  power  for 
determining  not  merely  adequacy  and  safety  of  the  service 
but  also  a  large  influence  in  determining  its  character  and 
extent,  so  far  as  this  may  be  done  consistently  with  the 
constitutional  rights  of  the  companies  concerned.  The 
power  of  the  commission  to  order  both  repairs  and  addi- 
tions to  the  plant  and  increase  and  extension  of  facilities 
is  usually  set  forth  in  general  language;  but  such  matters 
as  those  with  which  the  courts  had  hesitated  to  deal,  such 
as  the  opening  of  stations  and  the  making  of  switch 
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connections,  are  usually  specifically  mentioned.  That  such 
things  as  train  service  and  freight  facilities  can  better  be 
handled  by  a  commission  with  discretion  than  by  the  pass- 
ing of  special  statutes  or  codes  is  clear.  Indeed,  the  former 
attempt  to  bring  about  proper  service  by  judicial  process 
brought  at  private  expense  to  enforce  statutory  provisions 
proved  a  dismal  failure. 

§  68.  Keeping  of  accounts. 

The  modem  statutes  call  for  uniform  accounts  by  public 
utilities  kept  in  a  way  prescribed  by  the  commission  with 
the  right  of  the  commission  at  discretion  to  classify  utilities 
for  this  purpose.  The  power  to  prescribe  uniform  account- 
ing  would  of  course  be  useless  without  the  provision  made 
for  sufficient  inquisitorial  powers  to  see  that  all  orders  of 
the  conomission  are  obeyed.  It  is  also  plain  that  the  orders 
of  the  conunission  could  be  evaded  if  companies  were  not 
forbidden  to  keep  one  set  of  books  for  use  before  conmiis- 
sions  and  another  set  for  their  own  information.  In  the 
latest  statutes  certain  matters  of  accountancy,  such  as 
depreciation  reserves,  the  fixing  of  the  rate  of  depreciation 
for  utilities  of  various  classes  is  properly  left  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  conunission.  It  is  plain  that  for  the  protection 
of  the  public  the  utilities  must  be  required  to  set  aside 
sufficient  funds  to  keep  the  plant  in  a  state  of  operating 
efficiency  and  the  investment  at  a  fixed  level.  It  should  be 
added  that  all  this  has  its  effect  in  determining  the  rate  of 
dividend   which    these    corporations   may   properly   pay. 

§  69.  Issue  of  securities. 

In  a  great  many  States  the  commissions  have  been  given 
power  to  pass  upon  the  securities  which  the  corporations 
subject  to  their  jiuisdiction  are  proposing  to  issue.  The 
object  of  regulating  capitalization  is  to  see  that  all  cap- 
italization upon  which  the  public  is  expected  to  pay  a 
return  represents  money  actually  used  in  serving  the 
public,  and  to  make  certain  that  no  part  of  such  securities 
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represents  improper  expenditure  for  what  are  not  fairly 
capital  purposes.  Furthermore,  if  these  provisions  are  to 
be  eflFective  the  CJommission  must  see  that  the  proceeds  of 
capital  issues  are  in  fact  spent  for  the  objects  for  which  the 
issue  was  made  and  for  no  other.  Ample  leeway  is  usually 
given  the  companies  to  meet  temporary  needs  and  emer- 
gencies by  unregulated  and  imfunded  issues  of  short  time 
obligations,  which  will  not  therefore  become  a  permanent 
burden  upon  the  public.  It  is  equally  necessary  that 
consolidations  of  corporations  shall  be  passed  upon  by  the 
Commission,  together  with  whatever  new  securities  the 
combination  involves.  This  is  peculiarly  necessary  to 
prevent  the  capitalization  of  franchise  values,  which  would 
prevent  any  effective  regulation  of  rates  based  upon  con- 
fining the  company  to  a  fair  return  upon  the  capital  ac- 
tuaUy  invested. 

Topic  C.    The  Establishment  of  the  Federal  Commission 

§  70.  The  Interstate  Commerce  Act  of  1887. 

The  power  given  to  Congress  by  the  Constitution  over 
conmierce  between  the  States  was  not  taken  advantage  of 
until  the  year  1887,  when  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
was  passed.  This  act  was  founded  to  a  considerable  ex- 
tent on  the  English  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act, 
although  many  of  its  provisions  were  influenced  by  prior 
State  legislation.  In  the  original  Act  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  was  created  and  its  organization 
defined.  Raikoads  were  forbidden  to  charge  more  than 
just  and  reasonable  rates,  or  to  discriminate  between 
persons  or  places.  The  Commission  was  given  the  power 
to  investigate  alleged  violations  of  the  Act  and  to  make 
orders  thereon,  and  power  was  given  to  the  courts  to  act 
in  support  of  such  orders.  One  or  two  particular  abuses 
were  directly  forbidden.  Thus  it  was  forbidden  to  charge 
more  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  haul  in  the  same  direc- 
tion and  over  the  same  route  under  substantially  similar 
conditions,  and  the  practice  of  giving  rebates  or  free  car- 
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riage  was  forbidden.  And  it  was  provided  that  in  dealing 
with  connecting  carriers  no  preferences  or  priorities  in 
facilities  or  service  should  be  given  to  one  over  another. 

§  71.  Scope  of  the  origiiial  provisions. 

In  running  through  the  Act  as  it  originally  stood  there 
are  certain  points  which  will  be  worth  noting  in  view  of 
later  developments.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission 
extended  generally  only  to  carriers  wholly  by  railroad 
engaged  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce;  it  did  not 
cover  water  carriers,  unless  operated  under  common  con- 
trol with  railroad  carriers.  Generally  speaking,  there  was 
no  idea  of  giving  anything  but  supervisory  power  over 
the  raih-oads;  the  Commission  was  primarily  established 
by  the  Congress  as  an  investigating  body.  It  did  have 
powers,  however,  in  addition  to  conducting  general  investiga- 
tions, to  hear  particular  complaints;  but  in  respect  to  such 
complaints,  it  had  no  powers  of  its  own  to  grant  relief. 
The  most  that  the  Commission  could  do  was  to  make 
findings  on  such  complaints,  and  its  report  thereupon 
could  be  used  as  prima  fade  evidence  in  proceedings  in 
the  courts  based  upon  the  wrongs  alleged.  However,  the 
railroads  in  these  subsequent  proceedings,  which  were 
virtually  regarded  as  de  novOy  put  in  any  evidence  they  had, 
and  it  was  more  or  less  of  a  scandal  that  the  railroads 
showed  very  generally  a  disposition  in  important  cases  to 
withhold  much  of  their  evidence  from  the  Commission  and 
produce  it  before  the  courts,  with  the  result  that  the 
courts  would  very  frequently  come  to  a  different  conclu- 
sion from  that  which  the  Commission  had  announced. 

§  72.  Immediate  Amendments  found  necessary. 

It  was  found  from  the  very  outset,  that  the  Commission 
had  not  been  given  in  this  legislation  the  equipment  to 
carry  out  the  objects  for  which  it  was  created,  moderate 
as  these  were  in  their  purpose.  The  Commission  was 
particularly  charged  with  seeing  whether  rates  were  reason- 
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able  in  themselves,  and  whether  rebates  were  being  given; 
but  the  carriers  were  not  required  to  file  their  schedules  of 
rates  so  that  it  could  be  known  how  matters  stood,  and 
what  was  being  done.  Moreover,  although  the  duty  to 
investigate  conditions  and  report  thereon  was  imposed 
upon  the  Commission,  its  powers  to  call  witnesses  and 
elicit  testimony  were  by  no  means  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose. The  Amendments  of  1889  and  1891  were,  therefore, 
necessary  to  clear  things  up  in  these  two  respects,  if  the 
Ck>mmission  was  to  have  any  real  power  to  accomplish  the 
objects  for  which  it  was  created. 

§  73.  The  Elkins  Act  of  1903. 

In  1903  the  so-called  Elkins  Act  was  passed  to  perfect 
the  Act.  In  the  first  section  carriers  in  interstate  com- 
merce are  made  criminally  responsible  for  violations  of  the 
Act.  In  the  second  section  provision  is  made  for  bring- 
ing into  any  proceeding  before  the  Commission  all  carriers 
or  other  persons  interested  in  the  inquiry.  In  the  third 
section  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  courts  sitting  in  equity, 
at  the  request  of  the  Commission,  to  inquire  into  and 
enjoin  any  infraction  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  These 
suits  shall  be  prosecuted  by  the  District  Attorneys  under 
order  of  the  Attorney-General,  and  shall  not  preclude 
suit  by  private  persons.  And  provision  is  made  for  speedy 
trial  by  expediting  such  suits. 

§  74.  The  long  and  short  haul  clause. 

It  seems  to  have  been  undoubtedly  the  intention  of  the 
framers  of  section  4,  the  long  and  short  haul  clause,  to 
forbid  absolutely  the  practice  of  charging  more  for  a  shorter 
haul,  unless  upon  appUcation  to  the  Commission  express 
permission  so  to  charge  was  given.  The  section,  however, 
was  a  matter  of  contention  between  the  two  houses  of 
Congress,  and  as  it  was  finally  passed  the  qualifying 
phrase  ''under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions" was  inserted,  without  probably  any  very  clear 
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belief  that  the  meanmg  of  the  section  was  thereby  funda- 
mentally altered.  At  first  the  railroads  acted  upon  the 
supposition  that  express  permission  of  the  Commission 
must  be  obtained  according  to  the  proviso  in  the  section, 
if  a  greater  charge  was  to  be  made  for  the  shorter  haul, 
and  this  seemed  to  be  the  view  at  first  taken  by  the  courts. 
The  philosophy  of  the  Act  was  that  competition  would 
reduce  the  rates  to  a  fair  amount  at  all  competitive  points, 
and  that  the  fourth  section  would  then  keep  the  rates  at 
non-competitive  points  down  to  the  level  of  the  competitive 
rates.  The  courts,  however,  finally  decided,  in  view  of  the 
limitation  of  the  section  to  cases  where  the  conditions  were 
substantially  similar,  that  competition  with  other  carriers 
would  justify  a  lower  rate  for  the  longer  haul,  and  as  practi- 
cally all  cases  of  the  sort  before  the  passage  of  the  Act  had 
been  due  to  the  competition  of  other  carriers,  this  decision 
in  effect  nullified  the  whole  section  until  its  force  was 
restored  in  1910  by  Amendment  to  the  Act. 

§  76.  Limited  jurisdiction  over  rates. 

From  the  outset  of  its  history  the  Commission  claimed 
that  under  the  Act  it  had  the  power  not  merely  to  forbid 
an  unreasonable  rate,  but  also  to  indicate  to  any  railroad 
what  it  would  regard  as  a  reasonable  rate  for  any  par- 
ticular service,  and  that  then  the  railroad  disregarding 
such  recommendation  would  be  subject  to  the  action  of 
the  courts.  The  lower  federal  courts,  however,  from  the 
beginning  denied  this  power  to  the  Commission.  The 
question  did  not  reach  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  ten  years,  but  finally  in  the  Cincinnati,  New 
Orleans  and  Texas  Pacific  Railway  case  the  issue  was 
fairly  presented;  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  decided  that  the  Commission  had  no  power  to  fix 
rates.  After  that  time  the  Commission  imder  certain  cir- 
cumstances advised  a  railroad  that  in  its  opinion  a  reason- 
able rate  would  be  no  greater  than  a  sum  named;  but  no 
attempt  was  made  to  go  further  than  this  in  fixing  rates, 
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until  in  1906  this  power  was  given  it  by  amendment  to 
the  Act. 

§  76.  Lack  of  power  over  tlirough  rates. 

The  practice  of  carriers  to  make  through  traffic  arrange- 
ments with  some  one  connecting  line,  and  to  throw  aU 
business  into  the  hands  of  that  line,  notwithstanding  the 
wishes  of  the  shipper  and  without  regard  to  his  interests, 
caused  dissatisfaction  from  the  outset.  It  is  true  tha't  in 
case  such  an  arrangement  was  made  the  through  rate 
would  be  posted;  but  if  the  tariff  sheet  did  not  state  the 
route  the  shipper  was  deprived  of  a  chance  to  discover  and 
ship  by  a  cheaper  route,  or  one  more  agreeable  to  him  for 
any  reason.  Furthermore,  the  connecting  carriers  some- 
times refused  to  recognize  the  joint  rates  and  collected 
their  entire  local  charges.  The  Commission  early  ordered 
that  published  joint  tariffs  should  indicate  the  route,  and 
that  the  connecting  carriers  should  file  a  consent  to  the 
rate.  But  the  carriers  refused  to  abide  by  this  order;  and 
upon  a  suit  for  enforcing  it  the  Supreme  Court  finally 
held  that  the  carrier  might  publish  a  through  tariff  of 
rates,  reserving  the  right  to  route  as  it  pleased.  All  this 
has  been  changed  by  later  amendments  to  the  Act,  to  be 
discussed  subsequently  in  this  chapter. 

§  77.  The  occasion  for  radical  changes. 

The  attitude  of  the  courts  toward  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act  caused  considerable  dissatisfaction,  especially 
in  those  parts  of  the  country  where  the  great  bulk  of 
freight  originates,  and  the  desii^  for  further  regulation 
culminated  in  the  passage  of  the  Rate  Regulation  Act 
of  1906.  This  action  of  Congress  had  been  foreshadowed 
by  a  very  considerable  body  of  similar  legislation  in  the 
States  just  previously.  It  was  characteristic  of  this  legis- 
lation that  it  confers  on  the  railway  commissions  the  power 
of  fixing  a  maximum  rate;  and  the  giving  of  such  power 
to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conunission  was  in  fact  the 
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chief  object  of  those  who  secured  the  passage  of  the  Rail- 
road Rate  Act.  The  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
which  had  given  most  dissatisfaction  were  the  decision 
denying  the  Commission  the  power  to  fix  rates  and  that 
permitting  the  carrier  to  charge  a  less  sum  for  a  longer 
haul.  In  addition  to  this,  certain  omissions  in  the  original 
Act  were  found  to  work  badly,  in  view  of  the  railroad 
practices.  Most  of  these  defects  had  been  remedied  by 
legislation  in  England.  It  was  believed  by  a  large  portion 
of  the  shippers  that  railway  rates  were  in  many  instances 
too  high,  and  that  favoritism  through  rebates  and  other 
forms  of  discrimination  were  indulged  in  by  various 
methods  by  the  carriers. 

Topic  D.    The  Strengthening  of  the  Commission 

§  78.  The  Hepburn  Act  of  1906. 

The  act  of  1906,  was  in  the  form  of  an  amendment  to 
the  original  Interstate  Commerce  Act;  and  its  object  was 
to  perfect  that  Act  by  an  extension  of  its  scope.  It  in- 
creased the  number  of  commissioners  from  five  to  seven; 
and  their  salaries  from  $7500  to  $10,000.  It  included  in 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  express  and  sleeping-car  com- 
panies and  pipe  lines  for  the  transportation  of  oil  or  any 
other  commodity  except  water  and  natural  or  artificial 
gas.  It  enumerated  at  great  length  the  persons  to  whom 
free  passes  may  be  issued  (the  original  Act  having  named 
typical  classes  only),  and  made  it  a  crime  to  issue  or  to 
use  a  pass  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  It  made 
the  penalties  for  a  violation  of  the  Act  more  severe,  and 
provided  more  carefully  for  the  institution  of  prosecutions 
for  violation  of  the  Act. 

§  79.  Effect  of  these  Amendments. 

The  legislation  of  this  period  fundamentally  changed 

the  character  of  the  Commission,  so  much  so  that  it  is 

spoken  of  in  Washington  circles  as  the  New  Commission 

when  contrasting  it  with  the  Old  Commission  before  1906. 
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Under  the  old  law,  the  Commission  was  primarily  an  in- 
vestigating body,  aiding  the  legislative  branch  in  showing 
it  the  way.  Its  powers  were  hardly  more  than  adminis- 
trative, being  confined  largely  to  supervision  by  inquiry 
into  the  course  the  carriers  were  taking,  rather  than  any 
regulation  of  their  conduct  by  order.  But  from  now  on 
the  Conmiission  may  fairly  be  said  to  have  combined  in 
its  constitution  quasi-judicial  fimctions  along  with  its 
administrative  duties.  It  henceforth  not  merely  declares 
matters  of  which  complaint  has  been  made  so  improper 
that  relief  should  be  granted;  but  it  fixes  for  the  future  the 
standard  of  propriety  to  be  observed.  Since  this  time  it 
has  become  a  regulating  commission  with  the  fundamental 
powers  characteristic  of  such  bodies.  It  remained  only  to 
develop  those  powers  still  further  by  subsequent  l^slation. 

§  80.  Occasion  for  the  Act 

The  occasion  for  the  new  Act  was  thus  stated  by  the 
Congressional  Committee  that  reported  the  bill:  ''It  has 
been  believed  by  a  large  portion  of  the  shippers  that 
railway  rates  were  in  many  instances  too  high,  and  that 
favoritism  through  rebates  and  other  forms  of  discrimina- 
tion were  indulged  in  by  various  methods  by  the  carriers. 
The  ingenuity  of  some  of  the  carriers  and  shippers  has 
resulted  in  avoiding  the  provisions  of  that  Act  through 
the  use  of  joint  tariffs,  involving,  in  some  instances,  a 
railroad  and  a  mere  switch  owned  by  a  shipper;  through 
arrangements  whereby  excessive  mileage  was  given  to  the 
shipper  of  products  who  owned  his  own  cars;  through  the 
use  of  refrigerator  cars;  through  the  permission  given  to 
independent  corporations  to  render  some  service  incident 
to  the  shipment,  as  the  furnishing  of  ice  in  the  bunkers  of 
the  car;  by  what  is  known  as  the  'midnight  tariff,'  a 
method  involving  an  arrangement  with  a  shipper  to  as- 
semble his  freights,  have  them  ready  for  shipment  at  a 
particular  date,  whereupon  the  carrier  would  ^ve  the  neces- 
sary three  days'  notice  of  a  reduction  in  the  rate.    Compet- 
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ing  carriers  and  shippers  would  know  nothing  about  this 
arrangement.  The  freight  would  be  shipped  at  the  new 
lower  rate,  and  then  there  would  be  a  restoration  of  the 
old  rate.  The  law  of  to-day  would  be  fairly  satisfactory 
to  all  shippers  if  the  spirit  of  fairness  required  by  it  had 
controlled  the  conduct  of  the  carriers,  and  the  necessity 
for  the  proposed  legislation  is  the  result  of  and  is  made 
necessary  by  the  misconduct  of  parties  who  are  now  most 
clamorous  against  additional  restraint.  If  the  carriers  had 
in  good  faith  accepted  existing  statutes  and  obeyed  them 
there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  increasing  the 
powers  of  the  Commission  or  the  enactment  of  new 
coercive  measures." 

§  81.  Installation  of  private  switches. 

Several  new  provisions  in  this  1906  legislation  were 
directed  against  certain  abuses  which  had  fostered  monop- 
olies. The  original  Act  had  left  it  possible  for  a  railroad 
to  serve  a  favored  shipper  by  making  connection  with  his 
private  switch  and  refusing  a  similar  connection  to  another 
shipper.  By  a  provision  in  section  1  of  the  Hepburn  Act, 
it  was  provided  that  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  upon  application  of  any  lateral, 
branch  line  of  railroad,  or  of  any  shipper  tendering  inter- 
state traffic  for  transportation,  shall  construct,  maintain, 
and  operate  upon  reasonable  terms  a  switch  connection 
with  any  such  lateral,  branch  line  of  railroad,  or  private 
side  track  which  may  be  constructed  to  connect  with  its 
railroad,  where  such  connection  is  reasonably  practicable 
and  can  be  put  in  with  safety  and  will  furnish  sufficient 
business  to  justify  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  same;  and  shall  furnish  cars  for  the  movement  of  such 
traffic  to  the  best  of  its  ability  without  discrimination  in 
favor  of  or  against  any  such  shipper.  In  case  the  carrier 
refused  upon  application,  to  make  or  operate  such  connec- 
tion, an  appeal  for  the  issuance  of  an  order  was  allowed  to 
the  Commission  for  any  shipper  aggrieved  by  a  refusal; 
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it  was  not  until  the  Mann  Act,  after  the  omission  had 
been  pointed  out  by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  the  owner  of 
the  lateral  line  was  also  given  the  right  to  go  to  the  Com- 
mission for  an  order  for  installation  of  a  switch. 

§  82.  Regulation  of  private  facilities. 

One  of  the  most  galling  monopolies  established  by  action 
of  the  railroads  and  permissible  under  the  original  act,  was 
that  of  the  private  car.  For  example,  a  few  great  corpora- 
tions, by  contract  with  the  railroads,  established  a  monop- 
oly of  the  supply  of  refrigerator  cars  for  the  carriage  of 
perishable  fruit;  and  a  similar,  and  hardly  less  far-reaching 
monopoly  was  created  in  tank  cars.  The  evil  of  the 
private  car  line  was  felt  in  two  directions:  first,  the  charge 
to  ordinary  shippers  using  the  cars  was  increased  by 
monopolistic  rates;  second,  the  charge  to  the  owners  of  the 
cars  was  greatly  lessened  by  rebates  for  the  use  of  the  cars. 
In  the  first  section  of  the  Hepburn  Act  it  was  provided 
that  the  term  '' transportation ''  shall  include  cars  and 
other  vehicles  and  all  instrumentahties  and  facilities  of 
shipment  or  carriage,  uTespective  of  ownership  or  of  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  for  the  use  thereof  and  all 
services  in  connection  with  the  receipt,  delivery,  elevation, 
and  transfer  in  transit,  ventilation,  refrigeration  or  icing, 
storage,  and  handling  of  property  transported;  and  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  every  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  to  provide  and  furnish  such  transportation  upon 
reasonable  request  therefor,  and  to  establish  just  and 
treasonable  rates  applicable  thereto.  In  a  later  section  it 
was  fmrther  provided  that  if  the  owner  of  property  trans- 
ported, directly  or  indirectly,  render  any  service  con- 
nected with  such  transportation,  or  fiunishes  any  in- 
strumentality used  therein,  the  charge  and  allowance 
therefor  shall  be  no  more  than  is  just  and  reasonable,  and 
the  Conmiission  may,  after  hearing  on  a  complaint,  deter- 
mine what  is  a  reasonable  charge  as  the  maximum  to  be 
paid  by  the  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  service  so  rendered 
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or  for  the  use  of  the  mstrumentality  so  furnished,  and  fix 
the  same  by  appropriate  order. 

§  83.  Power  to  fix  maTiTniiin  rates. 

The  most  important  feature  of  the  1906  Amendment  was 
that  giving  the  Commission  the  power  to  fix  maximum 
rates.  The  fixing  of  maximum  rates  abeady  had  not  been 
uncommon  in  the  States;  and  in  other  countries  it  had 
been  usual,  if  not  universal.  In  England,  maximum  rates 
were  fixed,  not  by  the  Railway  and  Canal  Commission,  but 
by  the  Board  of  Trade,  one  of  the  executive  departments 
of  the  government,  after  due  hearing;  and  the  rates  thus 
fixed  were  enacted  in  the  form  of  statute  by  Parliament, 
after  an  opportimity  for  hearing  before  a  committee.  The 
provisions  of  the  Hepburn  Act  which  are  still  in  force  were 
that  upon  complaint  the  Commission,  after  hearing,  shall 
determine  a  reasonable  maximum  rate,  which  shall  take 
effect  at  such  time  after  thirty  days  as  may  be  fixed  by 
the  Commission,  and  shall  continue  in  force  not  more  than 
two  years,  unless  suspended  or  set  aside  by  the  Commis- 
sion or  the  courts.  The  carrier  aggrieved  may  appeal  to 
the  courts  for  an  injunction  against  the  rate  so  fixed;  but 
no  injunction  or  interlocutory  order  shall  be  issued  without 
a  hearing  after  five  days'  notice  to  the  Commission.  An 
appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  lies  directly  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  preference  is  given  to  such  cases.  No  change 
in  rates,  even  within  this  maximum,  shall  be  made  by  the 
carriers  until  after  thirty  days'  notice,  unless  this  period  is 
shortened  by  the  Commission. 

§  84.  Ordering  through  routes  and  rates. 

The  English  acts  gave  to  the  Railway  and  Canal  Com- 
mission power  to  establish  through  routes  and  to  Parlia- 
ment, on  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  power  to 
establish  through  rates  whenever  this  course  was  required, 
in  order  to  create  reasonable  faciUties;  but  this  power  was 
not  included  in  the  original  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 
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The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  had  often  recom- 
mended that  the  power  be  granted^  and  this  was  done  in 
the  Hepburn  Act.  In  section  1  of  the  new  Act,  it  was 
made  the  duty  of  every  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Act  to  establish  through  routes  and  just  and  reason- 
able rates  applicable  thereto.  In  section  15  of  the  Act  it 
was  provided  that  the  Commission  may,  after  hearing  on  a 
complaint,  establish  through  routes  and  joint  rates  as  the 
maximiun  to  be  charged  and  prescribe  the  division  of  such 
rates,  and  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  such 
through  routes  shall  be  operated,  when  that  may  be 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  any  provision  of  the  Act,  and 
the  carriers  complained  of  have  refused  or  neglected  to 
voluntarily  establish  such  through  routes  and  joint  rates, 
provided  no  reasonable  or  satisfactory  through  route 
existed. 

§  86.  The  problem  of  the  industrial  railways. 

Another  matter,  which  was  even  at  that  time  being 
considered  as  leading  to  abuses  which  ought  to  be  brought 
within  the  power  of  the  Commission  to  remedy,  was  the 
matter  of  the  industrial  railways.  These  are  short  lines  of 
railway,  owned  in  some  connection  with  the  industries 
which  they  were  primarily  designed  to  serve;  either  the 
corporation  ownmg  the  industry  owns  the  railroad,  or  its 
ownership  is  vested  in  those  who  are  promment  in  it. 
These  railroads  are  usually  operated  in  pretense  at  least  as 
.common  carriers,  however  improbable  it  may  be  that  any- 
one else  will  want  to  ship  over  them.  And  posing  as 
connecting  carriers  they  have  always  been  accustomed  to 
see  that  they  got  a  good  division  as  originating  carriers 
out  of  the  joiut  rate.  But  if  this  tap  line  really  is  a  com- 
mon carrier  although  the  public  resorting  to  it  is  small, 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  way  to  prevent  this;  but  even 
so  the  Commission  could  be  given  power  to  pass  upon  the 
propriety  of  the  division.  If,  however,  it  is  really  a  plant 
facility  it  should  not  have  any  such  standing  whatsoever  to 
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get  what  would  virtually  be  a  rebate,  if  it  went  beyond  a 
switching  allowance,  duly  sanctioned  by  the  Commission 
and  made  to  all  shippers  furnishing  such  facilities.  It 
will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  by  getting  powers  over  divi- 
sions and  allowances  the  Commission  in  1906  got  a  meas- 
ure of  control  over  the  situation  as  a  whole. 

Topic  E.    The  Elaboraiion  of  Us  Powers 

§  86.  The  Mann  Act  of  1910. 

By  the  Mann  Act  of  1910  a  number  of  amendments 
of  great  importance  were  made  to  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  whereby  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission 
was  extended  into  new  fields  and  its  powers  over  the  com- 
panies subject  to  its  jurisdiction  strengthened.  Telephone 
and  telegraph  companies,  whether  wu-e  or  wireless,  were 
put  under  the  power  of  the  Commission  so  far  as  Congress 
could  constitutionally  extend  jurisdiction.  The  fourth 
section  of  the  Act  relating  to  the  long  and  short  haul  was 
changed  so  as  to  put  an  end  to  the  controversy.  The 
power  over  through  rates  was  made  positive,  the  whole 
matter  belonging  to  the  Commission  subject  to  certain  pro- 
visos. The  power  of  the  Commission  over  rates  and  sched- 
ules was  made  more  extensive.  In  particular  the  Com- 
mission was  given  power  to  suspend  advances  in  rates 
pending  investigation  thereof.  There  were  other  amend- 
ments of  less  importance,  such  as  change  in  the  require- 
ments as  to  annual  reports  and  further  powers  over  ac- 
counts consequent  thereon.  , 

§  87.  The  new  long  and  short  haul  clause. 

The  controversy  which  began  a  generation  ago  as  to  the 
true  meaning  of  the  long  and  short  haul  clause  was  finally 
settled  by  this  legislation  by  cutting  out  the  clause  con- 
cerning similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  by  virtue 
of  which  the  courts  had  practically  nullified  the  statute, 
and  unequivocally  making  it  unlawful  for  any  common 
carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to  charge  or 
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receive  any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for 
transportation  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over 
the  same  line  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being 
included  within  the  longer  distance.  The  Commission 
was  confirmed  in  its  jurisdiction  to  authorize  carriers  to 
make  charges  which  would  otherwise  be  in  violation  of 
this  section,  by  acting  upon  apphcations  from  time  to 
time  and  thereupon  determining  the  extent  to  which  a 
designated  common  carrier  might  be  relieved  from  the 
operation  of  the  section  It  was  provided  as  a  temporary 
measure  that  rates  lawfully  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  Act  might  be  kept  in  force  provided  appli- 
cations under  the  section  covering  them  had  been  duly 
filed;  and  this  situation  has  not  altogether  been  cleared 
up  at  present. 

§  88.  Establishment  of  through  routes. 

The  limitations  which  the  Supreme  Court  had  foimd 
in  the  power  of  the  Commission,  to  establish  through 
routes  only  when  no  satisfactory  through  route  existed 
as  the  courts  themselves  viewed  the  evidence,  was  elimi- 
nated by  making  the  clause  read  so  that  the  Commission, 
in  its  own  discretion  as  to  the  necessity  therefor,  might 
act  at  any  time  in  this  matter  after  hearing,  whenever  the 
carriers  had  failed  to  establish  joint  rates  themselves. 
However,  a  railroad  was  protected  against  being  short- 
hauled  by  an  expUcit  clause  to  the  effect  that,  in  establish- 
ing such  through  route,  the  Commission  shall  not  require 
any  company,  without  its  consent,  to  embrace  in  such 
route  substantially  less  than  the  entire  length  of  its  rail- 
road and  of  any  intermediate  railroad  operated  in  con- 
junction and  under  a  common  management  or  control 
therewith,  which  lies  between  the  termini  of  such  pro- 
posed through  routes,  unless  to  do  so  would  make  such 
through  route  unreasonably  long  as  compared  with  an- 
other practicable  through  route  which  could  otherwise  be 
established. 
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§  89.  Suspension  of  rate  advances. 

Perhaps  the  most  consequential  change  in  the  Act  was 
the  provision  giving  the  Commission  special  powers  in  the 
case  of  new  schedules  filed  with  it.  The  Commission  may 
thereupon,  either  upon  complaint  or  upon  its  own  initiative, 
without  complaint  at  once  and,  if  it  so  orders,  without 
answer  being  filed  by  the  interested  carriers  provided  they 
have  had  reasonable  notice,  enter  upon  a  hearing  con- 
cerning the  propriety  of  the  change  proposed.  Pending 
hearing  and  decision  thereon,  the  Conmiission  may  by 
simply  delivering  to  the  carriers  the  reasons  for  taking 
action  suspend  the  operation  of  such  schedule  for  four 
months  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  otherwise  go  into 
effect;  and  if  the  hearing  is  not  completed  the  time  may 
be  further  extended  for  a  period  not  exceeding  six  months. 
After  full  hearing,  whether  completed  before  or  after  the 
rate  goes  into  effect,  the  Commission  may  make  such 
order  as  lies  within  its  jurisdiction  over  rates.  At  any 
hearing  involving  a  rate  sought  to  be  increased  after  the 
passage  of  the  Act  of  1910  the  burden  of  proof  to  show 
that  the  increased  rate  or  proposed  increased  rates  is  just 
and  reasonable  shall  be  upon  the  common  carriers,  and 
the  Conmiission  shall  give  to  the  hearing  and  decision  of 
such  questions  preference  over  all  other  questions  pending 
before  it,  and  decide  the  same  as  speedily  as  possible. 

§  90.  The  Hadley  Commission. 

Furthermore  the  Mann  Act  provided  for  the  appoint- 
ment by  the  President  of  a  special  commission  to  investi- 
gate questions  pertaining  to  the  issuance  of  stocks  and 
bonds  by  carriers  subject  to  the  Act,  and  the  power  of 
Congress  to  regulate  the  same.  The  Commission  was 
authorized  to  employ  experts  and  assistants,  and  the 
several  departments  and  bureaus  of  the  Government  were 
to  furnish  it  officials  .and  employees  specially  detailed 
to  this  work.  The  Conmiission  as  constituted  by  the 
President,  came  to  be  known  as  the  Hadley  Commission 
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by  reason  of  the  prominence  in  it  of  President  Hadley 
of  Yale  University.  It  made  a  report  setting  forth  the 
practices  of  the  American  States  in  regard  to  regulating  the 
issuance  of  securities;  and  in  general  advised  against  any  leg- 
islation by  CJongress  involvmg  regulation  by  its  authority. 

§  91.  The  Commerce  Court. 

The  l^islation  of  1910  also  provided  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  commerce  court,  composed  of  five  cfa-cuit  judges, 
appointed  thereto,  and  thereafter  assigned  for  that  service. 
This  court  was  to  have  the  jurisdiction  formerly  possessed 
by  the  circuit  courts  over  cases  for  the  enforcement  of  any 
order  of  the  Commission  except  for  the  payment  of  money, 
and  as  thus  limited  it  had  no  functions  over  forfeitures 
and  penalties.  It  was  thought  that  there  would  be  an 
advantage  in  securing  the  prompt  decision  of  the  funda- 
mental questions  of  traffic  law,  but  in  the  actual  result 
the  decisions  seemed  to  point  out  in  a  way  which  had 
not  i)erhaps  been  anticipated  the  jurisdictional  limitations 
upon  Commission  action,  both  constitutional  and  statu- 
tory. That  these  points,  generally  speaking,  were  well 
taken,  would  imdoubtedly  be  the  opinion  of  most  lawyers; 
but  the  poUcy  of  the  court  in  holding  the  Commission  to 
the  limits  of  the  law  was  hardly  popular.  At  all  events, 
by  the  Urgent  Deficiency  Act  of  1913,  the  commerce 
court  was  abolished,  and  the  .jurisdiction  of  the  several 
courts  restored  to  what  it  was  before. 

§  92.  The  Panama  Act. 

Included  in  the  Panama  Act  of  1912  were  various 
clauses  of  great  importance  m  extending  the  power  of  the 
Conunission  over  transportation  by  water,  although  the 
commerce  moving  wholly  by  water  is  still  excluded  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  The  sections  referred 
to  provide  that  where  property  is  bemg  transported  from 
point  to  point  in  the  United  States  by  rail  and  water  the 
Commission  shall  have  jurisdiction:  (a)  To  establish  physi- 
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cal  connection  by  spur  tracks  between  the  lines  of  a  rail 
carrier  and  the  docks  of  a  water  carrier,  whenever  such 
connection  is  practicable  and  the  amount  of  business 
offered  is  sufficient  to  justify  it;  (b)  to  establish  through 
routes  and  maximiun  joint  rates  between  and  over  such 
rail  and  water  lines,  and  to  determine  all  the  terms  and 
conditions  imder  which  such  lines  shall  be  operated  in  the 
handling  of  the  traffic  embraced;  (c)  to  establish  maxi- 
mum proportional  rates  by  rail  to  and  from  the  ports 
to  which  the  traflSc  is  brought,  or  from  which  it  is  taken 
by  the  water  carrier,  and  to  determine  to  what  traffic  and 
in  connection  with  what  vessels  and  upon  what  terms  and 
conditions  such  rates  shall  apply;  (d)  if  any  rail  carrier 
subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  enters  into  ar- 
rangements with  any  water  carrier  operating  from  a  port 
in  the  United  States  to  a  foreign  coimtry,  for  the  handling 
of  through  business  between  interior  points  of  the  United 
States  and  such  foreign  coimtry,  the  Commission  may  re- 
quire such  railway  to  enter  into  similar  arrangements  with 
any  or  all  other  lines  of  steamships  operating  from  said 
port  to  the  same  foreign  coimtry. 

§  93.  The  Valuation  Act 

By  another  amendment  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
of  1913,  the  Commission  was  directed  to  proceed  forthwith 
to  investigate  and  ascertain  the  value  of  all  the  property 
owned  or  used  by  every  common  carrier  subject  to  its 
jurisdiction.  Every  fact  of  any  sort  relating  to  the  prop- 
erties of  the  carrier  at  any  time  in  their  existence  which 
might  be  pertinent  is  demanded  specially;  not  only  the 
original  cost,  as  nearly  as  that  can  be  ascertained,  but  the 
present  value  as  exactly  as  that  can  be  appraised.  Nor 
is  Congress  contented  with  this  determination  of  actual 
conditions,  past  and  present,  so  far  as  by  human  assiduity 
and  ingenuity  the  past  can  be  unravelled  and  the  present 
be  estimated.  The  Commission  is  asked  further  what  it 
would  cost  to  reproduce  these  properties  new  at  the  pres- 
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ent  time,  and  what  figure  would  be  set  upon  them  if 
from  the  estimated  cost  of  reproduction  were  deducted 
their  indicated  depreciation  in  their  present  state.  And 
then  follow  other  questions  as  to  past  operations  and  pres- 
ent conditions  of  still  more  difficulty,  designed  to  meet 
problems  of  valuation  which  are  bothering  even  those 
most  conversant  with  these  matters.  The  Conmiission 
18  not  merely  asked  to  collect  all  this  data  and  make  all 
these  appraisals  as  to  things  tangible  and  intangible, 
actual  and  hypothetical.  It  is  told  to  classify  all  these 
things  and  make  comparisons  between  them,  and  to  state 
the  reasons  of  these  differences  and  the  basis  of  these  values. 

Topic  F.    Recent  Decisions  Defining  Jurisdiction 

§  94.  The  Abilene  Oil  case. 

During  the  past  few  years  there  have  been  a  succession 
of  cases  fixing  limitations  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mission within  the  powers  now  conferred  upon  it  by  the 
Act.  Of  course,  these  leading  cases  receive  appropriate 
treatment  in  later  chapters  in  their  proper  place;  but  there 
are  a  few  of  them  which  have  such  a  part  in  the  history 
of  the  development  of  the  functions  intrusted  by  Congress 
to  the  Commission  as  to  make  it  fitting  that  they  should 
receive  mention  here.  It  is  now  realized  that  in  regard 
to  the  whole  field  of  the  determination  of  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  rates  the  provisions  which  Congress  has  made 
show  plainly  enough  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mission is  designed  to  be  exclusive ,  and  the  end  of  trial 
of  such  matters  before  any  other  tribunal, — otherwise 
than  by  recourse  to  the  proper  court,  to  set  the  order  of 
the  Conmiission  aside  as  in  excess  of  jurisdiction.  How 
far  the  coiuls  will  go  in  working  out  such  intent  is  seen 
in  the  leading  case  of  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  v.  Abilene 
Cotton  Oil  Company,**  where  it  was  held  that,  as  to 
wrongs  done  shippers  for  which  miress  was  provided  by 
the  processes  of  the  Commission,  no  suit  could  be  brought 

"  2(H  U.  S.  426,  51  L.  ed.  553,  27  Sup.  Ct.  350  (1907). 
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elsewhere  in  any  court.  If  a  shipper  is  ready  to  prove 
that  the  rate  charged  him  was  outrageously  high  he  can 
no  longer,  as  formerly,  litigate  the  matter  in  the  courts, 
and  show  that  the  established  rate  is  unreasonable.  He 
must  go  to  the  Commission  to  get  the  scheduled  rate 
set  aside,  and  reparation  awarded  him  for  the  extortion. 
Indeed,  the  theory  is  that  the  scheduled  rate  is  the  only 
legal  rate  until  thus  altered;  and  this  has  had  the  startling 
result  of  compelling  shippers  to  pay  the  scheduled  rate, 
even  when  a  lower  rate  was  quoted  them.  Whatever  is 
duly  confided  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  is  thus 
automatically  withdrawn  from  the  cognizance  of  the  courts 
as  an  original  question. 

§  96.  The  Proctor  Gamble  case. 

It  has  only  recently  been  pointed  out  that  there  is  no 
appeal  when  the  Commission  dismisses  by  an  adverse 
decision  a  shipper  who  is  complaining  that  rates  charged 
him  are  more  than  he  should  be  obliged  to  pay.  To  be 
sure,  where  a  carrier  is  subjected  to  regulation  to  the  extent 
of  being  obliged  to  serve  at  less  than  a  fair  return,  it  is 
being  subjected  to  unconstitutional  deprivations.  But 
unlike  the  carrier  who  must  serve  all  at  the  rate  established 
by  law,  the  shipper  is  not  obliged  to  ship  imless  he  wishes, 
and  his  property  is  not  therefore  taken  from  him  by 
compulsory  process  in  the  view  of  the  law.  This  doctrine 
that,  whereas  a  carrier  has  constitutional  rights  to  attack 
the  decision  of  a  commission,  the  shipper  only  has  such 
statutory  rights  as  may  be  provided,  is  shown  in  the  recent 
case  of  Proctor  Gamble  &  Co.  v.  United  States.*^  That 
case  held  that,  as  the  system  of  procedure  provided  by  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  contained  no  provision  for  ap- 
peal by  a  party  whose  complaint  had  been  dismissed  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  he  had  no  right 
whatever,  as  he  had  no  basis  for  recourse  to  the  courts 
upon  the  groimd  that  he  could  not  earn  a  livelihood  ship- 

"  226  U.  S.  282,  56  L.  ed.  1478,  32  Sup.  a.  761. 
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ping  at  the  rates  upon  the  existing  basis.  This  decision 
is  quite  consistent  with  the  theory  of  administration  under- 
lying our  system  at  present.  If  the  body  duly  charged 
with  seeing  that  only  such  rates  are  charged  as  are  reason- 
able decides  that  the  interests  of  the  public  are  protected, 
why  should  anybody  have  any  standing  to  go  to  the 
courts  about  it  any  more  than  for  any  other  difference 
of  opinion  as  to  matters  of  government? 

§  96.  The  Williamette  Valley  case. 

The  significance  of  the  limitations  in  the  Act  as  amended 
in  1906  was  probably  not  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
country  until  the  case  of  the  Southern  Pacific  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission.  ^^  The  Commission,  as  it 
appeared  in  that  case,  had  come  to  the  rescue  of  the  lumber 
industry  of  the  Williamette  valley,  which  was  threatened 
by  advances  in  rates  which  had  been  put  into  effect 
shortly  before.  At  all  events,  it  had  after  due  proceedings 
fixed  lower  rates  for  the  future  in  place  of  the  new  rates, 
apparently  upon  the  groimd  that  it  would  be  a  wise  policy 
to  keep  open  the  markets  which  had  thus  been  closed. 
The  earlier  rates  imdoubtedly  had  thus  created  markets 
upon  which  the  shippers  had  come  to  rely;  but,  as  the 
Supreme  Court  pointed  out,  all  these  arguments  ignored 
the  provisions  of  the  Act.  In  the  absence  of  a  finding  that 
the  advanced  rates  which  carriers  had  put  in  effect  were 
unreasonable,  the  Commission  had  no  jurisdiction  to  go 
further;  and  this  was  not  made  out  by  showing  that  public 
interests  would  be  promoted  by  lower  rates.  Such  argu- 
ments might  sometimes  avail  carriers  in  explaining  differ- 
entials; but  they  could  not  justify  the  Commissions  in  order- 
ing changes. 

§  97.  The  Lemon  Rates  case. 

Thus  stands  at  present  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Comnussion  over  rates.     Under  the  Act  the 

»219  U.  S.  438^  56  L.  ed.  aOS,  31  Si^>.  Ct.  288. 


§  98  ]  Railroad  Rate  Rdgtilation 

carrier  retains  the  primary  right  to  make  rates;  but  if, 
after  hearing,  they  are  shown  to  be  unreasonable,  the  Com- 
mission may  set  them  aside  and  fix  for  the  future  that 
rate  which  it  regards  as  reasonable.  Therefore,  unless  there 
is  evidence  before  the  Commission  to  show  that  the  rates 
attacked  were  imreasonable,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  pro- 
ceed further.  What  is  a  reasonable  rate  is  a  matter  as  to 
which  our  modem  law  has  some  ideas,  although  they  are 
by  no  means  as  clear  as  they  soon  will  be  with  the  develop- 
ment now  gomg  on  so  rapidly  in  this  branch  of  the  law. 
We  are  at  a  point  where  progress  can  at  least  be  made  in 
this  matter,  with  the  famous  case  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Railway 
at  last  brought  to  a  termination  by  the  late  afl^rmation 
of  the  Supreme  Court.'*  This  matter  of  the  Lemon  rates 
from  the  Pacific  coast  has  been  going  back  and  forth  be- 
tween the  Commission  and  the  courts  for  some  time. 
First,  the  Conunission  reduced  the  rates  for  reasons  in 
last  analysis  more  economic  than  legal;  and  this  order  the 
Coromerce  Court  set  aside,  as  the  existing  rate  had  not 
been  sufficiently  shown  to  be  unreasonable  in  the  sense  of 
the  law.  Then  the  Commission  took  further  testimony, 
making  at  least  a  showing  sufficient  to  justify  it  in  declar- 
ing the  existing  rates  unreasonable,  and  substituted  new 
rates;  and  the  federal  court  then  held  in  effect  that  what- 
ever motive  might  be  behind  this  action  there  was  reason 
enough  apparent  in  the  record  for  the  course  it  had  pur- 
sued. And  indeed  this  final  action  is  good  administra- 
tion, quite  in  accordance  with  the  distinction  between  the 
motives  for  taking  action  at  a  particular  time  and  the  basis 
upon  which  that  action  is  taken. 

§  98.  The  Baltimore  &  Ohio  case. 

Moreover,  a  carrier  does  not  have  the  hearing  which 
the  Act  makes  prerequisite  unless  he  knows  what  evidence 
is  offered  or  considered,  and  is  given  opportunity  to  ex- 

»  231 U.  S.  736, 34  Sup.  Ct.  81G. 
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plain  and  refute  it.  This  is  not  merely  a  matter  of  proper 
construction  of  the  Act,  it  is  a  right  which  comes  from  the 
Constitution  itself.  This  argument  was  brought  out  fully 
in  the  Supreme  Court  recently  where  the  contention  was 
made  that  the  findings  and  orders  of  the  Commission  under 
section  15  might  be  originally  supported  and  subsequently 
defended  by  information  which  the  Commission  had  gath- 
ered under  section  12  for  general  purposes.  But  the  Su- 
preme Court  would  have  none  of  this  where  the  rights  of 
parties  were  involved.  When  the  point  was  raised  appar- 
ently for  the  first  time  in  United  States  v.  Baltimore  & 
Ohio  Southwestern  Railroad,^  there  was  no  question  about 
the  attitude  of  the  Supreme  Court.  The  Supreme  Court 
is  now  plainly  insistent  that  all  parties  before  the  Com- 
mission in  any  proceedings  directed  against  them  must 
be  fully  apprised  of  the  evidence  submitted  or  to  be  con- 
sidered and  must  be  given  opportunity  to  cross-examine 
witnesses  and  to  inspect  docmnents  and  to  offer  evidence 
in  explanation  and  rebuttal.  In  no  other  way  consistently 
with  what  we  consider  the  course  of  the  administration  of 
justice  can  a  party  maintain  its  rights  or  make  out  its 
defense.  Moreover,  as  the  Supreme  Court  has  keenly 
appreciated,  in  no  other  way  can  the  courts  inquire  as  to 
the  existence  of  evidence  upon  which  the  findmg  might 
be  based;  for  otherwise,  even  though  it  appeared  that  the 
order  was  without  evidence,  the  manifest  deficiency  could 
always  be  explained  on  the  theory  that  the  Commission 
had  before  it  extraneous,  unknown  but  presmnptively 
sufficient,  information  to  support  the  finding. 

§  99.  The  Minnesota  Rate  case. 

When  we  come  to  deal  with  the  constitutional  complica- 
tions due  to  oiu*  federal  government,  too  wide  a  field  is 
opened  for  anything  but  reference  here.  But  such  a 
decision  as  Simpson  v.Shepard^^  goes  far  toward  making 

•226  U.  8.  14,  67  L.  ed.  104,  33  "  230  U.  S.  352,  57  L.  ed.  1511, 
819.  Ct  5.  33  Sup.  Ct.  729. 
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it  possible  to  get  at  the  principles  involved.  In  this 
Minnesota  Rate  case  it  was  laid  down  that  for  normal 
cases  the  rule  was  as  simple  as  that  there  should  be  federal 
regulation  for  interstate  rates  and  State  r^ulation  for 
intrastate  rates.  The  rule  may  be  simple,  but  its  applica- 
tion is  accompanied  by  so  many  computations  based  upon 
assumptions  beyond  the  possibilities  of  proof  as  to  make  it 
all  but  impracticable.  However,  as  the  Supreme  Court 
points  out,  whenever  Congress  judges  that  the  proper 
regulation  of  interstate  commerce  requires  that  a  federal 
Commission  shall  have  power  also  over  the  intrastate  rates, 
by  such  express  legislation  the  interstate  commission  may 
be  given  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  rate  situation. 
Until  that  time  comes,  there  is  no  impUcation  from  the 
establishing  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  over 
interstate  rates  sufficient  to  take  from  the  States  the 
power  to  fix  intrastate  rates  by  such  means  as  they  may 
choose  to  employ. 

§  100.  The  Shreveport  case. 

In  view  of  the  strong  dictum  in  the  case  just  discussed  it 
is  not  at  all  surprising  that  the  federal  courts  have,  still 
more  recently  held  that  when  rates  established  by  a  State 
commission  directly  interfered  with  the  rate  system  estab- 
lished for  the  whole  region,  it  may  come  in  conflict  with 
the  federal  jurisdiction  as  it  stands  to-day  without  further 
legislation  by  Congress.  In  the  recent  case  known  as 
the  Shreveport  Rate  Case,^^  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  held  that  the  Commission  has  power 
in  effect  to  control  rates  maintained  by  the  carrier  in 
strictly  intrastate  transportation  by  insisting  that  such 
rates  shall  keep  in  line  with  the  interstate  structure.  It 
was  seen  that  to  deprive  Congress  of  this  power  would 
be  to  permit  a  State  to  place  a  burden  upon  interstate 
commerce,  the  very  harm  sought  to  be  remedied  by  the 
commerce  clause.     The  decision  is  significant  in  that  the 

»  Houston,  E.  &  W.  T.  Ry.  y.  United  States,  234  U.  S.  342,  34  Sup.  Ct.  SaS. 
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court  has  at  last  openly  acknowledged  the  principle  that 
Congress  has  the  power  to  reach  into  and  touch  the  internal 
affairs  of  a  State  without  resorting  to  the  refinement  of 
designating  such  action  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce. 

§  101.  The  Intermountain  case. 

Nothing  is  more  difficult  to  bring  within  these  require- 
ments than  the  issues  raised  in  the  Intermountain  Case 
which  has  recently  been  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court. 
There  is  long  history  back  of  the  cas^/ which  has  already 
been  summarized  in  brief  compass. .  Under  Section  4,  as  it 
originally  stood,  the  United  Stajbes  Supreme  Court  held 
that  competition  existing  at  the  distant  point  while  there 
was  no  competition  at  the  intermediate  point  constituted 
a  circumstance  so  dissimilar  as  to  justify  charging  more  for 
the  short  haul  than  for  the  long  without  getting  permission 
from  the  Commission.  As  amended  in  1910,  jurisdiction 
to  pass  upon  those  cases  where  the  carrier  was  charging 
more  for  the  short  haul  than  for  the  longer  distance  was 
unequivocally  conferred  upon  the  Commission.  The 
Commission  thereupon  made  some  general  orders  as  to  the 
relation  to  be  observed  between  the  Intermountain  rates 
and  those  to  the  Pacific  coast.  The  railroads  then  con- 
tended that  this  is  going  beyond  limits  of  the  administrative 
function  into  the  realm  of  arbitrary  power.  Whether  this 
is  so  or  not  depends  upon  whether  the  Commission  may 
be  said  to  be  basing  its  action  upon  principles  of  law 
applicable  to  the  case.  We  cannot  leave  to  a  commission, 
any  more  than  to  the  railroad  itself,  the  power  to  build  up 
communities  or  destroy  them  at  its  own  whim  or  caprice. 
We  must  have  here  as  elsewhere  principles  of  law  as  to 
what  things  in  the  movement  of  traffic  are  of  such  weight 
as  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  charged. 
However,  as  to  this  particular  matter  it  seems  to  be  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  ^*  that,  when  competition  is 
fowad  in  eases  like  these,  the  rate  may  be  reduced  suf- 

»  United  States  v.  Atahmi,  T.  4  &  F.  Ry.,  231 U.  S.  476, 34  Sup.  Ct.  986. 
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ficiently  to  meet  it,  has  been  so  incorporated  into  the  law 
governing  this  situation  that  all  that  is  left  to  the  Com- 
mission to  do  is  to  permit  such  reductions  wherever  it 
finds  competition  thus  acting. 


§  102.  The  Pqu;  Line  case. 

One  other  coni^titutional  limitation  upon  the  r^ulating 
power  should  be  noted.  Regulation  of  this  peculiar  sort, 
going  to  the  extent; of  compulsory  service,  should  be  con- 
fined to  what  may.piioperly  be  considered  pubhc  callings. 
Unless  the  business:  in .  question  is  one  which  is  public  in 
character  it  is  not  ohe  which  it  would  be  due  process  of 
law  to  regulate  to  th&exlent  of  fixing  its  rates.  And  un- 
less in  the  particular  instance  the  business  is  being  con- 
ducted upon  a  pubhc  basis,  regulation  to  that  extent  of 
what  is  still  a  private  affair  would  be  equally  improper. 
The  business  must  be  one  in  which  the  pubhc  has  an 
interest,  and  at  the  same  time  one  in  which  the  proprietor 
has  committed  himself  to  serve  the  pubhc.  For  the 
legislating  to  make  a  general  rule  apphcable  to  all  con- 
cerns in  certain  businesses,  or  for  a  commission  acting 
by  its  authority,  to  order  that  the  pubhc  should  be  served 
by  any  particular  company,  unless  both  requisites  are 
present,  would  seem  to  deprive  the  owners  and  proprietors 
of  their  hberty  and  property.  At  all  events,  we  shall  know 
more  about  all  this  now  that  we  have  got  the  decision  in 
the  Pipe  line  Cases,  ^*  from  the  Supreme  Court.  It  was  of 
course  clear  that  the  operation  of  pipe  lines  such  as  are 
involved  in  that  case  is  a  business  which  is  affected  with 
a  pubhc  interest.  But  when  proprietors  are  independent 
concerns  which  have  never  taken  anything  but  their  own 
oil  through  these  lines,  they  can  hardly  be  said  to  have 
put  themselves  in  pubhc  service.  However,  if  the  prin- 
cipal dealers  in  oil  are  also  the  proprietors  of  the  only  pipe 
lines,  there  may  be  such  an  interdependence  found  that 
it  can  fairly  be  said  that  transportation  is  going  on  imder 

M  234  U.  S.  548, 34  Sup.  Ct.  956. 
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such  conditions  as  to  subject  the  whole  matter  to  the 
regulation  of  the  government  for  the  protection  of  other 
shippers.  At  all  events  such  is  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Courts  so  far  as  it  can  be  gathered  from  the  principal  case. 


§  103.  Inherent  limitations  upon  Commission  action. 

We  will  not  be  content  in  our  times  with  the  sort  of 
equity  which  the  Chancellor  originally  evolved  from  his 
inner  consciousness  to  deal  with  each  case  as  it  came  before 
him.  Still  less  will  any  people  with  the  traditions  of  our 
race  rest  imder  proceedings  of  the. order  of  the  Star  Cham- 
ber without  being  confronted  with  testimony  against  them. 
These  decisions  mean  that  as  a  people  we  will  not  be  con- 
tent to  have  our  rights  determined  by  administrative  fiat; 
we  demand  reasoned  judgment  based  upon  ascertained 
principles  generally  understood.  If  the  Commission  is  to 
be  held  to  its  function  of  administering  the  law,  we  must 
have  some  basis  for  determining  the  meaning  of  the  word 
reasonable  used  in  the  Act.  The  Commission,  as  it  has 
been  seen,  can  only  set  aside  a  rate  if  it  is  imreasonable; 
in  its  place  it  can  only  fix  a  rate  which  is  reasonable.  But  , 
how  is  it  to  be  determined  what  rates  are  unreasonable  and 
what  change  would  make  them  reasonable,  unless  we  have 
definite  principles  universally  recognized?  The  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  itself  has  made  noteworthy  prog- 
ress in  the  past  few  years  in  establishing  by  its  decisions 
the  bases  upon  which  the  reasonableness  of  rates  depend  as 
a  matter  of  law.  The  Supreme  Court  has  also  of  late 
years  been  giving  the  stamp  of  its  approval  to  rules  for 
the  determination  of  the  reasonableness  of  rates  which 
seem  at  last  to  be  practicable.  Vague  though  a  phrase  in 
a  statute  may  apparently  be,  yet  it  may  well  have  a 
definite  meaning  in  the  law;  and  by  the  prevailing  rule, 
when  a  given  phrase  has  an  accepted  significance  at 
common  law,  it  should  be  taken  in  that  sense.  We  must 
have  some  objective  standard  to  go  upon,  or  we  have  no 
security  from  subjective  dififerences.    What  is  reasonable 
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aocordiiig  to  principles  of  law  govemhig  the  matter  is  what 
we  must  niflist  upon  in  order  to  confine  our  commissions  to 
administration.  If  we  have  nothing  to  rely  upon  except 
what  seems  upon  the  whole  to  the  body  in  power  desirable 
or  impolitic^  we  can  hope  for  nothing  better  than  benevo- 
lent despotism  subject  to  all  the  coneqx>ndiog  risks  of 
arbitrary  power. 
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FEDERAL  JURISDICTION 

1 110.  Provisioiis  of  the  Act. 
111.  Scope  of  power  conferred. 

Topic  A.  Foreign  Commerce 
1 112.  Foreign  carriers. 

113.  Ocean  carriers. 

114.  Foreign  carriers  and  discnminations. 

115.  Inland  portion  of  foreign  commerce. 

116.  Requisites  of  port  proportionals. 

117.  Export  and  import  rates. 

118.  Import  rates  may  be  regulated  by  competition. 

119.  Export  rates  regulated  by  competition. 

120.  Foreign  competition  justifies  only  necessary  differences. 

121.  limitations  upon  export  and  import  rates. 

Topic  B.  Interetaie  Commerce 

i  122.  What  are  considered  States? 

123.  What  constitutes  commerce  between  the  States? 

124.  Traffic  in  movement  between  States. 

125.  Termini  within  a  sin^e  State  routed  through  another  State. 

126.  Carriage  wholly  within  a  State. 

127.  Local  carriage  when  through  transportation  contemplated. 

128.  Beginning  and  ending  of  interstate  transit. 

129.  Precedent  and  subsequent  transportation. 

130.  Power  to  fix  rates  under  the  Constitution. 

131.  Extent  of  the  federal  jurisdiction. 

Topic  C  Continuous  Carriage  under  Common  Control 

1 132.  Existence  of  common  arrangement. 

133.  Ccmtinuity  of  interstate  shipment. 

134.  Relations  with  water  lines. 

135.  What  constitutes  continuous  carriage? 

136.  Local  carrier  participating  in  through  carriage. 

137.  Intrastate  pert  of  inteilstate  movement. 

138.  Line  of  the  distinction. 

139.  Device  to  break  through  shipment. 

140.  Publishing  of  proportional  rates. 

141.  Transit  privileges  under  through  arrangements. 
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Topic  D.  Conflict  between  Federal  and  Stale  Jurisdiction 

S  142.  Power  of  Congress  to  regulate. 

143.  Effect  of  action  by  Congress. 

144.  Jurisdiction  of  State  and  nation. 

145.  Division  of  jurisdiction  normally. 

146.  Application  of  regulating  statutes. 

147.  Respective  powers  over  service. 

148.  Legislation  relating  to  facilities. 

149.  State  legislation  burdening  interstate  oommerceL 

150.  Exercise  of  the  federal  supervision. 

151.  Scope  for  State  police  power. 

§  110.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

With  due  deference  to  the  constitutional  limitations 
upon  the  federal  government,  section  1  of  the  Act  gives 
the  Commission  jurisdiction  over  all  services  which  shall 
be  considered  and  held  to  be  common  carriers  within  the 
meaning  and  purpose  of  this  Act,  engaged  in  what  is 
within  the  definitions  of  the  Act  as  some  form  of  trans- 
portation from  one  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States 
or  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  any  other  State  or  Terri- 
tory of  the  United  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or 
from  one  place  in  a  Territory  to  another  place  in  the  same 
Territory,  or  from  any  place  in  the  United  States  to  an 
adjacent  foreign  country,  or  from  any  place  in  the  United 
States  through  a  foreign  coimtry  to  any  other  place  in  the 
United  States,  and  also  to  the  transportation  in  like  man- 
ner of  property  shipped  from  any  place  in  the  United 
States  to  a  foreign  country  and  carried  from  such  place 
to  a  port  of  transshipment,  or  shipped  from  a  foreign 
country  to  any  place  in  the  United  States  and  carried  to 
such  place  from  a  port  of  entry  either  in  the  United  States 
or  an  adjacent  foreign  coimtry:  Provided,  however,  that 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  shall  not  apply  to  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  or  property,  or  to  the  receiving,  deliver- 
ing, storage,  or  handling  of  property  wholly  within  one 
State  and  not  shipped  to  or  from  a  foreign  country  from 
or  to  any  State  or  Territory  as  aforesaid,  nor  shall  they 
apply  to  the  transmission  of  messages  by  telephone, 
[78] 


Federal  Jurisdiction  [  §  HI 

telegraphy  or  cable  wholly  withm  one  State  and  not  trans- 
mitted to  or  from  a  foreign  country  from  or  to  any  State  or 
Territory  as  aforesaid.  Generally  speaking  it  is  the  theory 
of  the  Act  that  a  service  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission  only  to  the  extent  that  its  course  is  a  con- 
tinuous one;  but  it  is  furthermore  provided  in  section  7 
that  no  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  shall 
enter  into  any  combination^  contract  or  agreement,  ex- 
pressed or  impUed,  to  prevent,  by  change  of  time  schedule, 
carriage  in  di£ferent  cars,  or  by  other  means  or  devices, 
the  carriage  of  freights  from  being  continuous  from  the 
place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination;  and  no 
break  of  bulk,  stoppage,  or  interruption  made  by  such 
common  carrier  shall  prevent  the  carriage  of  freights  from 
being  and  being  treated  as  one  continuous  carriage  from 
the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination,  imless 
such  break,  stoppage,  or  interruption  was  made  in  good 
faith  for  some  necessary  purpose,  and  without  any  intent 
to  avoid  or  imnecessarily  interrupt  such  continuous  car- 
riage or  to  evade  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

§  111.  Scope  of  power  conferred. 

The  entire  commerce  of  the  United  States,  foreign  and 
interstate,  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce;  and  the  full  force  of  the  Act 
applies  to  all  carriers  and  all  circumstances  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.^^  It  is  intended  to  and 
does  apply,  not  only  in  cases  of  direct  injiuy  to  particular 
individuals  or  industries,  but  also  in  cases  involving  in- 
direct injury  to  the  community  as  a  whole.^*  The  extent 
to  which  this  control  may  go  as  a  practical  matter  raises 
many  difficult  questions.  Where  a  road  runs  through 
several  States,  it  is  quite  obvious  that,  in  determining  the 

"Texaa  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Interstate         "  Re  Export  and  Domestic  Rates 
Oommerce  Commission,   162  U.  S.      on  Grain,  8 1.  C.  C.  214. 
197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666, 
5  Int.  Com.  Rep.  405. 
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reasonableness  of  a  rate  established  by  one  of  the  States, 
the  situation  of  the  whole  line  must  be  considered.  One 
of  two  plans  must  be  adopted:  If  the  income  of  the  whole 
line  is  taken  as  a  basis  of  inquiry,  then  the  possibility  of 
the  other  States  fixing  a  similar  rate  must  be  considered; 
or  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  one  rate  is  considered,  its 
reasonableness  must  be  determined  by  an  examination  of 
the  capitahzation  and  income  of  the  road  within  the 
particular  State.  But  the  complexities  of  this  matter  are 
such  that  it  cannot'  be  intelligently  discussed  until  the 
last  chapt^  is  reached. 

Topic  A.    Foreign  Commerce 

§  112.  Foreign  carriers. 

The  Commission  can,  of  course,  have  no  jurisdiction  over 
transportation  carried  on  entirely  in  a  foreign  country.^ 
The  word  "adjacent,*'  as  used  in  the  act  to  modify  the 
words  "foreign  country,"  would  seem  to  mean  adjacent  in 
the  sense  of  the  possibility  of  substantial  continuity  of 
rails.  ^  Thus  the  Commission  has  held  that  it  has  no 
jurisdiction  over  rates  for  transportation  wholly  in  Cana- 
dian territory.^  And  Ukewise,  it  has  had  occasion  to 
decide  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  over  railroads  operating 
in  Mexico.^  But  the  Commission  has  said  that,  as  it  is 
given  by  the  Act  jurisdiction  over  traffic  moving  from  a 
point  in  the  United  States  to  a  point  in  Canada,  it  may 
undoubtedly  act  upon  the  American  carrier  to  the  extent 
which  it  has  jurisdiction,  leaving  it  doubtful  whether  it 
could  require  American  lines  to  establish  and  maintain  for 
the  future  a  rate  to  Canadian  points.'^  Therefore,  in  order 
to  violate  the  Act,  the  giving  of  the  rebate  or  other  viola- 
tion must  take  place  within  the  United  States,  since  an 

»  Humbolt  S.  S.  Co.  v.  W.  P.  &  Y.  »  Eagle  P.  L.  Co.  v.  N.  R.  of  Mex., 

R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  136.  25  I.  C.  C.  5. 

■"Lykes  S.  S.  L.  v.  Commercial  '^  Rates  on  Soda  Ash  and  Other 

Union,  11 1.  C.  C.  310.  Commodities,  28  I.  C.  C.  613. 

"FuUerton  L.  &  S.  Co.  v.  B.  B.  & 
B.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  376. 
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Act  of  Congress  cannot  aflFect  the  legality  of  anything  done 
outside  its  jurisdiction;  and  moreover,  improper  charging 
outside  the  United  States  cannot  be  punished  under  the 
Act.'^  Nor  can  discrimination  between  places  in  Canada 
in  respect  to  rates  applicable  in  Canada  constitute  a  viola- 
tion of  the  Act.^'  As  to  foreign  carriers  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission  is  not  to  be  determined  by  anything 
other  than  the  language  of  Section  1,  and  its  distinguishing 
between  adjacent  countries  on  our  continent  and  carriage 
beyond  our  seaboard  must  be  noted.'* 

§  113.  Ocean  carriers. 

It  is  clearly  the  intent  of  the  Act  that  the  Commission 
should  have  no  jurisdiction  over  ocean  carriers.  It  is 
understood  that  the  ocean  rate  varies  frequently  from  day 
to  day,  depending  upon  the  price  of  ocean  freights;  it  is  a 
matter  of  bargain  which  may  become  the  subject  of  con- 
tract. Thus,  an  ocean  carrier  established  under  the  laws 
of  Cuba  and  transporting  traffic  between  Havana  and 
Galveston  is  not  subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce.'* The  Commission  has,  therefore,  no  direct  author- 
ity to  require  the  issuing  of  through  export  bills  of  lading, 
since  it  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  water  carriers. *•  In- 
deed, the  act  provides  no  machinery  by  which  its  provi- 
sions can  be  enforced  as  to  trans-Atlantic  steamship  lines, 
and  the  absence  of  such  provision  can  be  explained  only 
by  accepting  the  interpretation  that  the  Commission  has 
no  jurisdiction  in  the  premises;  and  the  pooling  of  traffic  by 
water  carriers  is,  therefore,  a  matter  over  which  the  Com- 
mission has  no  jurisdiction.'^  The  distinction  should  be 
noted  that  while  the  Commission  may  regulate  interstate 
traffic,  whether  by  rail  or  by  a  combined  rail-and-water 

» United  States  v.  Knight,  3  Int.         *>  Lykes  S.  S.  Line  v.  C.  U.,  11 

Com.  Rep.  801.  I.  C.  C.  310. 

»»  CSst  V.  Michigan  Central  R.  R.,         »  Galveston  C.  A.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 

10  Int.  Com.  Rep.  217.  Ry.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  216. 

•*  Cosmopolitan  S.  Co.  v.  H.-A.  P.         "  Cosmopolitan  S.  Co.  v.  H.-A.  P. 

Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  266.  Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  266. 
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route,  from  point  of  receipt  to  point  of  delivery,  the 
Commission  in  its  control  over  foreign  commerce  is  limited 
to  the  regulation  of  such  traffic,  whether  by  railroad  or 
by  a  combination  of  rail  and  water  carriers,  from  and  to 
the  point  of  transshipment,  the  inland  movement  of  such 
traffic  being  the  only  matter  which  the  Commission  can 
regulate.^  Although  the  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction 
of  ocean  rates,  and  must  deal  with  the  port  di£ferential 
question  as  though  the  ports  were  destinations  instead  of 
gateways,  the  rates  to  and  from  the  water  carrier  are 
subject  to  all  provisions  of  the  Act,**  The  jurisdiction  of 
the  Conmiission  over  goods  going  out  of  a  State  in  course 
of  foreign  commerce  attaches  although  it  is  at  first  only 
moving  on  local  bills.*® 

§  114.  Foreign  carriers  and  discriminations. 

To  a  certain  extent,  so  far  as  they  may  be  applied  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  fundamental  in  the  conflict 
of  laws,  the  provisions  of  the  Act  apply  to  foreign  as  well 
as  domestic  common  carriers  engaged  in  the  transportation 
of  passengers  or  property,  for  a  continuous  carriage  or  ship- 
ment from  a  place  in  the  United  States  to  a  place  in  an 
adjacent  foreign  country.  The  common  carriers  engaged 
in  such  transportation  apparently  are  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  in  respect  to  the  printing  of  schedules 
of  rates,  fares,  and  charges  for  the  traffic  they  carry,  and 
posting  and  filing  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion of  copies  of  such  schedules.  It  was,  therefore,  early 
held  by  the  Commission  that  the  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
of  Canada  violated  the  Act  by  allowing  a  rebate  on  goods 
shipped  from  Buffalo  to  Canadian  points.*^  But  the  reg- 
ulation of  the  transportation  of  foreign  merchandise  from 

"Aransas  Pass  Channel  &  Dock  ^Railroad  Commission  of  La.  v. 

Co.  V.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.,  27  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  229  U.  S.  336,  57 

I.  C.  C.  403.  L.  ed.  1215,  33  Sup.  Ct.  9. 

"Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  **Re  Grand   Trunk  Ry.,   2  Int. 

York  V.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  Com.  Rep.  496, 3  I.  C.  C.  89. 
24  I.  C.  C.  55. 
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a  port  of  entry  to  a  place  within  the  United  States,  upon  a 
through  bill  of  ladmg,  does  not  extend  to  the  control  of 
rates  made  in  the  foreign  port  for  its  carriage  to  the  port 
of  entry  of  the  United  States,  or  to  a  foreign  country 
adjacent.**  While  the  Commission  must  deal  with  the 
export  and  import  rate  di£ferential  question  as  though  the 
ports  were  destinations,  it  may  insist  that  there  shall  be 
no  discrimination  in  treatment  between  the  respective 
ports  considered  as  localities.*^  And,  consequently,  the 
Commission  will  hold  a  refusal  to  issue  through  export  bills 
of  lading  through  one  port,  while  issuiug  such  bills  through 
other  ports  to  be  an  undue  preference.** 

§  116.  Inland  portion  of  foreign  commerce. 

The  Act  expressly  provides  that  the  Commission  shall 
exercise  jurisdiction  over  the  inland  portion  of  the  haul, 
either  to  or  from  the  foreign  country;  and  it  must  logically 
and  necessarily  follow  that  the  rate  which  must  be  filed 
with  the  Commission  under  section  6  of  the  Act  is  the 
rate  governing  such  movement.  On  foreign  commerce  the 
rate  to  be  published  with  the  Commission  should  be  the 
rate  to  the  port  and  from  the  port — an  open  rate,  which  any 
who  desire  to  do  so  may  use  with  equal  advantage.**  Even 
that  part  of  a  continuous  haul  from  a  foreign  country 
which  is  confined  to  a  rail  transportation  from  a  port  of 
entry  to  a  point  in  the  same  State  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Commission,  although  the  shipment  does  not 
move  under  through  billing  nor  do  the  water  and  rail 
lines  operate  under  any  common  control  or  management.** 
It  has  been  held  that  export  traffic  moviug  from  a  pomt 
of  shipment  whether  on  through  or  local  bills,  is  subject  to 

«  Mobile  Ch.  of  CJom.  v.  Mobile  h  Co.  v.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.,  27 

O.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  417.  I.  C.  C.  403. 

*'New   York    Bd.    of    Trade    &  "Cosmopolitan  Shipping  Co.   v. 

Tran^.  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  3  H.-A.  P.  Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  266. 

Int.  Com.   Rep.   417,   4   I.  C.  C.  ^  In  re  Rates  of  Louisiana  Ry.  h 

447.  Nav.  Co.,  22 1.  C.  C.  558. 


*^  Aransas    Pass    Channel    h   D. 
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Act.^  And  it  has  been  said  that  intrastate  traffic,  moving 
from  a  point  in  a  State  to  a  port  in  the  same  State  for 
export,  is  within  Act.^  All  this  the  Commission  has 
reaffirmed  recently;  and  that  it  is  the  view  of  Ck)ngres8 
that  such  traffic  is  within  its  jurisdiction  seems  plam.^ 
But  the  Commission  has  conceded  that  it  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion over  shipments  of  vessel-fuel  coal,  moving  from  an 
interior  point  to  a  port  of  the  same  State,  delivery  being 
made  to  the  vessel  at  the  dock.^  And  it  has  held  that 
cotton  billed  locally  to  Philadelphia,  and  there  sorted  and 
rebilled  to  piers  for  export  should  be  subject  to  storage 
regulations  appUcable  to  local  traffic  received  at  Philadel- 
phia.*^* 

§  116.  Requisites  of  port  proportionals. 

The  export  and  import  rates  for  traffic  moving  through 
the  ports  should  be  open  rates  for  all  shippers  consigning 
in  the  same  way.  But  the  Commission  has  held  the  re- 
striction to  certain  routes  of  the  application  of  export 
rate  from  Texas  to  New  Orleans  not  unreasonable.**  On 
the  other  hand  it  has  held  that  tariffs  for  import  from  cer- 
tain countries  through  Mobile  should  be  revised  so  that 
the  reduced  rate  would  include  other  foreign  countries.*' 
The  rate  is  only  applicable  to  the  traffic  in  question;  and 
therefore  where  there  was  no  notation  on  the  bill  of  lading 
indicating  that  the  shipments  were  for  export,  it  was  held 
that  the  domestic  rate  was  properly  assessed.*^  Railroads 
consequently  have  the  right  to  prevent  improper  appli- 
cation of  import  rates  by  eflFective  means,  such  as  making 
them  applicable  only  to  traffic  stored  in  bonded  ware- 

«  Red  R.  O.  Co.  v.  T.  A  P.  Ry.,  "  DuMee,  Son  h  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R. 

23  I.  C.  C.  438.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  575. 

^  Re  Wharfage  Charges  at  Calves-  '*  Rates   on   Cottonseed   and   its 

ton,  23  I.  C.  C.  535.  Products,  28  I.  C.  C.  219. 

«  Advances  on  Cotton,  23  I.  C.  C.  **  Molasses  Rates  from  Mobile,  28 

404.  I.  C.  C.  666. 

» New    Pittsburgh   Coal    Co.    v.  "  Port  Arthur  R.  M.  Co.  v.  T.  A 

H.  V.  Ry.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  244.  F.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  697. 
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houses  or  deliyered  from  ship  side.^^  But  where  importers 
at  the  port  of  entry  who  take  manganese  ore  from  the 
custody  of  the  carrier  at  ship's  side  or  at  the  dock^  imless 
it  is  put  in  a  custom-bonded  warehouse,  must  pay  do- 
mestic rates  thereon,  while  under  the  existing  rates,  other 
parties  might  grind  the  ore  at  certain  points  and  ship  it 
therefrom  at  the  import  rates,  it  was  held  that  this  con- 
stituted an  undue  preference."  And  the  Commission  may 
require  that  the  railroads  give  the  same  milling  rate  on 
goods  exported,  no  matter  at  what  point  in  transit  it  is 
done.*^ 

§  117.  Export  and  import  rates. 

When  the  destination  of  goods  shipped  or  their  origi- 
nating point  is  outside  the  country,  so  that  the  entire  haul 
comprehends  a  partial  haul  within  and  a  partial  haul  out- 
side the  country,  it  was  at  one  time  urged  that  there  could 
be  no  di£ference  in  charge  between  cases  wheie  goods 
were  shipped  to  or  from  the  port,  and  cases  where  that 
was  a  port  of  export  or  import  and  the  haul  was  only 
partially  within  the  country.  But  it  is  now  agreed  that 
the  principles  governing  through  rates  and  local  rates 
should  apply  to  the  situation,  and  that  a  lower  proportion- 
ate rate  may,  therefore,  be  given  to  the  goods  designed 
for  export  or  coming  as  imports,  as  compared  with  goods 
shipped  to  or  from  the  port.^^  It  should  aiao  be  pointed 
out  that,  while  the  export  rate  is  ordinarily  lower  than 
the  domestic  rate,  this  is  due  to  competitive  conditions 
between  the  ports,  and  not  to  the  fact  that  the  cost  of 
service  in  export  shipments  is  less  than  on  domestic  ship- 
ments.^ Export  or  import  rates  are  scheduled  and  terms 
thereof  must  strictly  be  followed;  and,  therefore,  a  railroad 

^  Swift  &  Go.  v.  B.  A  O.  R.  R.  *>  National     Lumber     Exportera' 

Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  241.  Aaao.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  28 

**  In  re  Advances  on  Manganese  I.  C.  C.  215. 

Ore,  25 1.  C.  C.  663.  "*  National     Lumber     Exporters' 

«  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  R.  v.  Aaso.  v.  K.  C.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C 

Intecatate  Com.  Com.,  168  Fed.  133.  78. 
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which  had  concurred  in  import  rates  on  burlap  was  held 
bound  thereby,  although  there  was  no  agreed  division  via 
its  line.^  And,  likewise,  it  was  necessary  to  insist  in  another 
case  that  the  joint  through  rate  on  imported  logs  from 
Mobile  to  Indianapolis  is  apphcable  only  when  the  logs 
move  direct  to  Indianapolis.*^  The  situation  under  discus- 
sion is  the  inland  charge  for  traffic  moving  in  foreign  com^ 
merce;  when  a  through  rate  is  given  to  the  foreign  point 
these  rulings  are  inappUcable.*^  The  mere  contract  of  the 
ship  agent  with  the  interior  shipper  for  the  shipment  of  his 
freight  to  the  foreign  destination,  usually  called  an  engage- 
ment, is  evidence  of  the  transaction  in  question.*' 

§  118.  Import  rates  regulated  by  competition. 

The  question  was  first  definitely  settled  in  connection 
with  the  New  Orleans  import  rates.  The  Texas  &  Pacific 
Railway  Company  made  in  1892  through  rates  from  Liver- 
pool and  other  foreign  ports  to  San  Francisco,  the  carriage 
being  by  steamship  from  Liverpool  to  New  Orleans,  and 
by  railway  over  the  lines  of  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Ck)mpany, 
in  connection  with  those  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company, 
to  San  Francisco.  The  amount  of  these  through  rates 
was  less,  sometimes  not  more  than  one-third  of  the  rates 
charged  by  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Company  for  transporting 
similar  traffic  from  New  Orleans  to  San  Francisco.  The 
Texas  &  Pacific  insisted  that  these  through  rates  were 
absolutely  fixed  by  water  competition  and  that  it  must 
either  take  the  traffic  at  that  figure  or  abandon  it  alto- 
gether. The  Commission  held  that  as  a  matter  of  law, 
foreign  competition  could  not  be  considered,  and  ordered 
the  Texas  &  Pacific,  and  other  roads  concerned  in  the  same 
Utigation,  to  desist  from  allowing  the  discriminating 
rate.    This  order  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Company  refused  to 

~  Memphis    Freight    Bureau    v.  •'  St.  L.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.  v.  Burge- 

B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  543.  Forbes  Co.,  139  S.  W.  3. 

t^Talge  Mahogany  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.  ^Galveston  Commercial  Asbo.  v. 

Co.,  25 1.  C.  C.  44.  A.,  T.  ft  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  35 1.  &  a  316. 
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obey;  the  matter  was  taken  to  the  courtS;  and  finally  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.**  The  Supreme 
CJourt  reversed  the  ruling  of  the  Commission  on  the  point 
of  law.  The  court  held  that  conditions  abroad  as  well  as 
conditions  existing  in  the  United  States  should  be  con- 
sidered; that  the  interest  of  the  carrier  and  the  consiun- 
ing  community  as  well  as  the  producing  community  must 
be  taken  into  account;  and  that  there  was  no  hard  and 
fast  rule  which  prohibited  the  carrier,  in  furtherance  of  its 
own  interest  and  the  interests  of  its  patrons,  from  accepting 
a  less  sum  for  the  transportation  of  imported  merchandise 
from  the  port  of  entiy  to  an  interior  point  than  it  charged 
for  the  transportation  of  domestic  merchandise  between 
the  same  points.  Regarding  the  whole  charge,  from 
originating  point  to  destination  as  a  single  through  charge, 
therefore,  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  to  prevent  the 
domestic  carrier  from  receiving  as  his  share  of  the  through 
charge  less  than  his  local  charge  for  the  same  haul.*^ 

§  119.  Export  rates  regulated  by  competition. 

In  the  same  way  it  is  clear  that  export  rates  may  be 
regulated  by  competition,  and  that  the  inland  portion  of 
a  through  export  rate  may  reasonably  be  less,  in  a  proper 
case,  than  the  rate  for  the  same  haul  when  the  traffic 
terminates  at  the  exporting  port.  This  was  thoroughly 
considered  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  in 
the  case  of  Eemble  v.  Boston  &  Albany  Railroad.^  In 
that  case  it  appeared  that  the  inland  rate  from  Chicago 
to  Boston  was  two  cents  higher  than  the  rate  from  Chicago 
to  New  York;  but  the  export  rate  to  the  two  ports  was 
the  same.  This  was  managed  by  allowing  a  rebate  of  two 
cents  on  goods  which  after  arriving  at  Boston  were  actually 
shipped  abroad.    The  Commission  held  the  practice  legal, 

*^  Texas  &  Pac.  Ry.  v.  Int.  Com.  **  See,  to  the  same  effect,  Mansion 
Ocmun.,  162  U.  S.  197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  House  Assoc,  v.  London  &  S.  W.  Ry., 
16  Sup.  Ct.  666.  9  Ry.  &  Can.  Tr.  Cas.  20. 

«  8 1. 0. 0. 110. 
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Commissioner  Prouty  saying:  "The  ocean  freights  from 
Boston  and  New  York  are  substantially  the  same.  It 
follows^  therefore,  that  the  inland  rate  must  also  be  the 
same.  It  has  been  decided  that  a  di£ferential  of  substanti- 
ally 2  cents  per  hundred  pounds  may  be  properly  made  on 
domestic  grain  against  Boston,  but  if  the  export  rate  were 
2  cents  higher  to  Boston  than  to  New  York;  no  traffic 
would  move  through  the  port  of  Boston.  The  object 
of  these  two  rates,  therefore,  is  to  equalize  the  export 
rate  between  the  ports  of  Boston  and  New  York.  The 
export  rate  to  Boston  is  not  in  reality  a  Boston  rate  at  all, 
but  is  in  essence  the  inland  division  of  a  through  rate 
through  that  port  to  foreign  ports.  That  the  inland 
carrier  may  receive  in  such  case  for  its  division  a  sum  less 
than  the  domestic  rate  has  been,  as  we  have  just  seen, 
determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States; 
hence  the  thing  accomplished  by  the  making  of  these  two 
rates  is  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  illegal."  •^ 

§  120.  Foreign  competition  justifies  only  necessary  differ- 
ences. 

But  while  foreign  competition  may  be  considered  in 
fixing  the  inland  share  of  the  through  rate,  the  di£ference 
thus  justified  between  the  inland  and  the  export  or  import 
rate  is  only  such  difference  as  is  necessary  to  meet  the  com- 
petition.®* The  Supreme  Court  in  Texas  &  Pacific  Rail- 
way V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  under  discussion 
distinctly  pointed  out  that  this  was  a  question  of  fact  to 
be  determined  in  each  case,  and  a  question  which  was 


*^For  a  discussion  of  competition 
as  affecting  domestic  and  export 
lumber  rates,  see  Industrial  Lumber 
Co.  V.  St.  L.  W.  &  G.  Ry.,  19 1.  C.  C. 
50. 

« In  one  proceeding  involving  ex- 
port rates  through  different  ports  the 
Commission  was  of  the  opinion  that 
differentials  under  New  York  on  lUl- 
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rail  and  lake-and-rail  export  ship- 
ments from  differential  territory  to 
Baltimore  should  not  exceed  3  cents 
per  100  pounds,  and  to  Philadelphia 
2  cents,  on  classes  and  commodities 
other  than  grain;  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce of  New  York  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 
H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C. 
55. 
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not  raised  in  the  actual  litigation.  The  questions  whether 
certain  charges  were  reasonable  or  otherwise,  whether 
certain  discriminations  were  due  or  undue,  were  questions 
of  fact,  to  be  passed  upon  by  the  Commission  in  the  light 
of  all  facts  duly  alleged  and  supported  by  competent  evi- 
dence. The  mere  fact  that  the  disparity  between  the 
through  and  the  local  rates  was  considerable  did  not,  of 
itself,  warrant  the  court  in  finding  that  such  disparity 
constituted  an  undue  discrimination;  much  less  did  it 
justify  the  court  in  finding  that  the  entire  di£ference  be- 
tween the  two  rates  was  undue  or  unreasonable, — es- 
pecially as  there  was  no  person,  firm,  or  corporation  com- 
plaining that  he  or  they  had  been  aggrieved  by  such 
disparity.** 


§  121.  Limitations  upon  export  and  import  rates. 

That  foreign  business  must  not  be  unduly  favored  at 
the  expense  of  domestic  business  has  been  expressly 
pointed  out  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.^® 
"The  decision  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in 
Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  v.  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  supra,  has  been  understood  in  some 
quarters  as  virtually  removing  import  and  export  traffic 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  Such  is  not 
by  any  means  its  scope  or  effect.  That  decision  simply 
broadened  the  power  of  the  Commission  in  reference  to 
such  traffic.  If  any  individual  or  locality  feels  itself  ag- 
grieved by  the  rates  made  upon  export  or  import  business 
as  compared  with  domestic  business,  the  Commission  has 
full  authority  to  consider  and  pass  upon  that  grievance. 
The  propriety,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  of  the  rates  main- 
tained by  the  Texas  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  has 
never  been  upheld  by  the  decision  of  any  tribunal.    It  has 

""In  a  later  proceeding  the  Com-  foreign  port  to  St.  Louis.    Memphis 

minkm  has  pointed  out  that  the  Freight  Bureau  v.  B.  6l  O.  R.  R.  Co., 

difference   in   rates   between   north  28  I.  C  C.  543. 

Atlantic   and  '  Gulf   ports   may   be  ^  Kemble  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  R.| 

equalised  in  total  through  rates  from  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  110,  115. 
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never  been  decided  that  that  company  may  traoflport 
boots  and  shoes  for  the  English  manufacturer  from  New 
Orleans  to  San  Francisco  for  one-sixth  the  amount  charged 
the  American  manufacturer  for  the  same  service,  but 
merely  that,  m  determining  whether  such  rate  constitutes 
an  unjust  discrimination  or  an  undue  preference,  the  m- 
terest  of  the  carrier  and  the  consumer  should  be  taken 
mto  account  as  well  as  that  of  the  producer."  It  was 
accordingly  held  by  the  Commission,  in  the  case  of  New 
York  Produce  Exchange  v.  New  York  Central  &  H.  R. 
Railroad,^'  that  the  inland  portion  of  an  export  rate 
through  New  York  must  be  no  less  than  the  inland  rate 
from  the  originating  point  to  New  York.  Nothing  was 
shown  in  the  case  to  justify  a  difference  in  rates;  and  it  is 
no  doubt  the  fact  that  no  differential  is  needed  in  order 
to  secure  shipments  for  export  througih  New  York, 

Topic  B.    Interstate  Commerce 

§  122.  What  are  considered  States? 

Commerce  between  an  Indian  reservation  and  other 
parts  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  situated  is  not  interstate 
commerce.^*  But  commerce  between  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  the  State  of  Maryland  is  interstate,  and  may 
constitutionally  be  so  regarded.^'  Thus  an  electric  line 
engaging  in  transportation  between  Washington,  D.  C, 
and  Laurel,  Md.,  must  file  and  post  its  tariffs.^^  Likewise 
the  Commission  might  establish  rates  from  Oklahoma 
when  it  was  a  territory  to  the  State  of  Texas.^*  One-way 
and  round-trip  fares  between  Washington,  D.  C,  and 
Virginia  points  being  found  unreasonable,  the  defendant 
was  required  to  provide  commutation  rates  from  desig- 
nated stations  so  long  as  such  rates  are  maintained  from 

"  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  138,  2  Int.  Com.  »*  SUvester  v.  C.  &  S.  R.  R.  of 

Rep.  653.  Wash.,  22 1.  C.  C.  R.  201. 

^*  Selkirk  y.  Stevens,  72  Minn.  335,  ''  Corporation  Com.  of  Oklahoma 

75  N.  W.  386,  40  L.  R.  A.  759.  v.    A.    A    S.    Ry.,    ^    I.    C.    C. 

"  Willaon  v.  R.  C.  R.  R.,  7 1,  C.  C.  620. 
Rep.  88. 
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other  stations  under  shnilar  circumstances^^  And  in 
another  case  an  electric  line,  operating  between  Washing- 
ton; D.  C;  and  Virginia  points  being  held  subject  to  Act, 
its  passenger  rates  were  ordered  reduced.^  The  provision 
of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  applying  to  carriers 
transporting  property  ''from  one  place  in  a  territory  to 
another  place  in  the  same  territory/'  so  far  as  it  related 
to  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  expired  by  its  own  force  on 
November  16,  1907,  when  Oklahoma  was  admitted  as  a 
State.^  And  since  the  admission  of  Oklahoma  as  a  State 
the  Commission  is  without  power  to  fix  rates  to  be  ob- 
served in  the  future  within  the  present  limits  of  that 
State.^  The  Commission  at  one  time  refused  to  take 
jurisdiction  over  alleged  discrimination  in  service  in 
Alaska,  or  to  make  orders  giving  relief  from  the  conditions 
complained  of.^  Whereupon  mandamus  was  sought  in 
the  coiui»  to  compel  the  Commission  to  take  jurisdiction; 
and  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  finally  held  that 
Alaska  was  sufficiently  withm  the  word  "territory"  used 
in  the  Act.®^ 

§  123.  What  constitutes  commerce  between  the  States? 

The  question  whether  a  certain  transaction  constitutes 
interstate  commerce  must  be  determined  by  ascertaining 
what  the  real  transit  is,  and  whether  that  traffic  is  or  is 
not  between  separate  States.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  ^^  long  ago  held  that  whenever  a  commodity 
has  begun  to  move  as  an  article  of  trade  from  one  State  to 
another,  commerce  in  that  commodity  between  the  States 

" Bitier ▼.  W.  V. R.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  "Interstate  Commerce  Coipmis- 

255.  sion  v.  Humbolt  S.  S.  Co.,  224  U.  S. 

-"  Bedl  y.  W.  A.  h  M.  V.  Ry.,  20  474,  56   L.   ed.   308,  32  Sup.  Ct. 

I.  C.  C.  406.  556. 

^Chandler    Cotton    OU    Co.    v.  •'The  Daniel  Ball,  10  Wall.  557, 

F.  8.  A  W.  R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  473.  19  L.  ed.  999. 

"  Haines  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.,  See  also  No.  Carolina  R.  R.  Co.  v. 

11 1.  C.  C.  214.  Zachery,  232  U.  S.  248,  34  Sup.  Ct. 

•Humbolt  S.  S.  Co.  v.  W.  P.  k  305. 
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has  commenced,  and  the  fact  that  several  different  and 
independent  agencies  are  employed  in  transporting  the 
commodity,  some  acting  entirely  in  one  State  and  some 
acting  through  two  or  more  States,  in  no  respect  affects 
the  character  of  the  transaction.  And  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court*'  has  very  recently  held  that  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  had  jurisdiction  to  pass 
upon  the  reasonableness  of  the  Denver  &  Rio  Grande 
Railroad  Company's  freight  rate  from  Pueblo  to  Leadville, 
both  in  the  State  of  Colorado,  on  beer  received  at  St. 
Louis  by  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  be 
delivered  in  Leadville,  although  no  through  rate  or  through 
route  had  been  established,  and  although  the  freight  was 
received  by  the  first-named  carrier  at  Pueblo  as  an  in- 
dependent shipment  originating  at  that  point,  and  was 
forwarded  as  an  intrastate  shipment  on  a  local  waybill, 
where  all  this  was  in  accordance  with  a  long-continued 
course  of  dealing  between  the  two  carriers  under  which 
they  divided  the  freight  according  to  their  local  rates, 
with  the  knowledge  that  it  had  been  paid  as  compensation 
for  the  single  haul. 

§  124.  Traffic  in  movement  between  States. 

It  follows  that,  even  under  the  proviso  in  Section  1 
of  the  Act,  to  the  effect  that  its  provisions  shall  not  apply 
to  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property  wholly 
within  one  State  and  not  shipped  to  or  from  a  foreign 
country  from  or  to  any  State  or  Territory,  a  carrier  par- 
ticipating in  the  movement  of  interstate  commerce  is  not 
exempted  from  the  Act  by  the  fact  that  in  handling  its 
portion  of  the  haul  it  operated  wholly  within  one  State. 
It  is  the  essential  character  of  the  commerce,  not  its  mere 
incidents,  that  determine  whether  or  not  it  is  interstate.** 

■'Baer   Bros.   Mercantile  Go.   v.  La.  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  229  U.  S.  336, 

Denver  &  R.  G.  Ry.  Co.,  233  U.  S.  57  L.  ed.  1215,  33  Sup.  Ct.  9. 

479,  34  Sup.  Ct.  641.  "  Aransaa  P.  C.  &  D.  Co.  v.  G.  H. 

See  also  Railroad  Commission  of  A  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.,  27 1«  C,  C.  403, 
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And  the  nature  of  conunerce;  not  its  mere  accidents,  must 
determine  whether  a  shipment  is  local  or  foreign.**  A 
railroad  company  whose  road  lies  entirely  within  the  limits 
of  a  single  State  becomes  subject  to  the  Act  by  participat- 
ing in  a  through  movement  of  traffic  from  a  point  in  an- 
other State  to  a  point  ia  the  State  within  which  it  is 
located,  although  its  own  service  is  performed  entirely 
within  the  latter  State.*^  The  theory  is  that  the  movement 
of  freight  from  a  point  in  one  State  to  a  pomt  in  another 
State  by  rail  must  be  regarded  as  an  entirety;  and  every 
railroad  participating  in  that  movement  thereby  becomes 
subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  even  though 
its  service  is  performed  entirely  within  a  single  State.'^ 
Interesting  questions  arise  as  to  transit  when  a  point  is  at 
the  boundary;  and  with  boundary  cities  one  must  often 
be  very  exact  as  to  the  point  of  consignment.^  But  if 
coal  is  mined  in  Kentucky  and  loaded  there  by  carrier, 
the  fact  that  it  is  billed  from  a  point  in  Tennessee  to  Ken- 
tucky does  not  make  it  an  interstate  shipment.** 

§  126.  Termini  within  a  single  State  routed  through  an- 
other State. 

The  Commission  has  always  held  that  commerce  be- 
tween points  in  the  same  State,  but  which  in  being  car- 
ried from  one  place  to  the  other  passed  through  another 
State,  is  interstate  commerce,  and  subject  to  regulation 
by  the  provisions  of  the  Act.^    The  Commission  logically 

Int.  Com.  Rep.  519,  2  I.  C.  C.  375; 
Milk  Producers'  Protective  Assoc,  v. 
D.,  L.  &  W.  K.  R.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  92; 
Wells  Higman  Go.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M. 
&  S.,  18  I.  C.  C.  175;  Wilman  &  Co. 
V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  22  I. 
C.  C.  405;  Bridgeman-Russel  Co.  v. 
G.  N.  Exp.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  573. 
Johnson  &  Hunt  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S. 
Ry.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  648;  National 
Lumber  Exporters  &  Asso.  v.  K.  C. 
S.  Ry.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  78;  Baker 
Com.  Club  V.  O.  W.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co., 
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•*  Port  Arthur  Rice  Milling  Co.  v. 
T.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  697. 

"Baer  Bros.  Mercantile  Co.  v. 
Mo.  P.  R.  Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  329. 

^^  Leonard  v.  Kansas  City  S.  R. 
Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  573. 

"Texarkana  Freight  Bureau  v. 
St,  L.,  L  M.  &  So.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
560. 

•Louisville  A  N.  R.  R.  v.  Van- 
desve,  110  Ky.  968,  63  S.  W.  23. 

•New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch.  v. 
Cindmiati,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry.,  2 
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goes  to  the  length  of  holding  traffic  from  pomts  of  origin 
in  West  Virginia  to  destinations  in  the  same  State,  neces- 
sarily passing  in  transit  about  1,500  feet  through  Kentucky 
to  be  subject  to  its  jurisdiction.'^  But  recently  a  petition 
to  establish  between  two  points  in  same  State  a  through 
route  and  joint  rate  via  a  circuitous  interstate  route  was 
properly  dismissed.'^  The  Commission  also  considers  as 
within  its  jurisdiction  a  shipment  between  two  points  in 
Maine  which  passes  through  a  portion  of  the  Dominion 
of  Canada.'^  At  all  events  it  deals  on  that  basis  with  a 
''transit  rate''  used  in  sense  of  rate  applicable  to  business 
originating  in  United  States,  going  through  Mexico, 
destined  to  points  in  United  States.'^  The  decisions  of 
*the  courts  upon  these  particular  questions  have  been  con- 
flicting, and  even  at  the  present  day  are  still  apparently 
inconsistent  on  different  phases  of  the  wider  problem.  At 
one  time  it  seemed  that  such  commerce  as  now  under  con- 
sideration would  not  be  held  interstate  commerce.'^  But 
there  were  always  cases  in  the  State  courts  to  the  con- 
trary; apd  comparatively  recently  this  particular  point 
has  been  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  Commis- 
sion over  such  commerce  as  against  the  claims  of  the  State 
commissions.** 


25  I.  C.  G.  281;  Board  of  Trade  of 
Winston-Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.  Co., 

26  I.  C.  C.  146. 

"  West  Va.  R.  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R. 
Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  622. 

•s  Haverhill  Box  Boahi  Co.  v.  B.  & 
A.  R.  R.  Co.,  28 1.  C.  C.  336. 

"  American  Agricultural  Chem. 
Co.  V.  B.  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
398. 

»*  Steinfeld  &  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R. 
Co.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  12. 

••  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 145  U.  S.  192,  36  L.  ed.  672, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  806,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  87; 
United  States  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R., 
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115  Fed.  373;  Seawell  v.  Kansas 
City,  F.  S.  &  M.  R.  R.,  119  Mo.  222, 
24  S.  W.  1002,  5  Int.  Com.  Rep.  262; 
DiUon  V.  Erie  R.  R.,  19  N.  Y.  Misc. 
116,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  320;  Raiht>ad 
Com.  V.  Telegraph  Co.,  113  N.  C.  213, 
18  S.  E.  389. 

In  Ewing  v.  Leavenworth,  226 
U.  S.  464,  33  Sup.  Ct.  81,  State  au- 
thorities were  permitted  to  tax  such 
business. 

**  Hanley  v.  Kansas  City  So.  Ry. 
Co.,  187  U.  S.  617,  47  L.  ed.  333,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  214;  State  v.  Chicago,  S.  P., 
M.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  40  Minn.  267,  3 
L.  R.  A.  238;  Stemberger  v.  C^)e 
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$  126.  Carriage  wholly  within  a  State. 

Carriage  performed  wholly  within  a  State  is  not  within 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  by  expUcit  proviso  la  the 
Act  itself,  and  indeed  could  not  well  be  subjected  by  the 
federal  government  to  regulation  since  it  does  not  con- 
stitute iaterstate  commerce.  Thus  it  has  several  times 
been  held  by  the  federal  courts  that  a  railroad  company 
whose  line  is  wholly  within  a  single  State,  and  which, 
although  it  carries  freight  destined,  to  points  beyond  such 
State,  never  issues  bills  of  lading  to  points  beyond  its 
own  line,  receives  no  freight  on  through  bills  of  lading, 
and  has  no  arrangement  with  other  roads  for  a  convention 
division  of  charges,  or  for  a  common  control  or  manage- 
ment, it  is  not  within  the  provision  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act  or  similar  legislation  regulating  commerce  by 
raUroad.*^  A  railroad,  lying  wholly  within  a  State  and 
keeping  itself  from  entangling  concurrences  with  other 
railroads,  which  transports  freight,  whether  coming  from 
within  or  without  the  State,  solely  on  local  bUls  of  lading, 
under  a  special  contract  limited  to  its  own  line,  and  without 
dividing  charges  with  any  other  carriers  or  assmning  any 
other  obligations  to  or  for  them,  does  not  come  within  the 
provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  and  is  not  boimd 
to  make  any  report  of  its  business  to  the  Commission.^ 
The  Commission,  consequently,  has  frequently  held  that 
it  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  any  reduction  in  rates  for 
transportation  wholly  intrastate.^    And  likewise  when  a 


Fear  A  Y.  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  29  S.  C.  510; 
Delaware  &  H.  C.  Go.  v.  Com. 
(Fk.),  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  222. 

A  State  Commission  has  power  to 
fix  rates  of  a  steamship  company  ply- 
ing on  the  high  seas  between  two 
ports  of  the  State.  Wihnington 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Conmiission 
(Calif.),  137  Pac.  1135; 'sff.  U.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.,  Feb.  1,  1915. 

'^  United  States  v.  Geddes,  131 
Fed.  452.     See  also  United  States 


V.  B.  Z.  &  C.  Ry.  Co.,  81  Fed. 
783. 

"  Compare  Mutual  Transit  Co.  v. 
United  States,  178  Fed.  664,  where  a 
carrier  was  held  not  to  have  engaged 
itself  with  other  carriers  in  interstate 
commerce,  with  Illinois  Terminal  Co. 
V.  United  States,  168  Fed.  46,  where 
the  facts  showed  that  the  traffic  was 
taken  on  a  through  basis. 

**See  Railroad  Comm.  of  Ark.  v. 
St.  L.  &  N.  Ark.  R.  R.  Co.,  12 1.  C.  C. 
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discrimiiiation  complaiiied  of  does  not  affect  iiit«Btate 
servioe,  the  Commission  has  ruled  that  it  has  no  juris- 
diction,  unless  a  preference  in  that  service  is  directly 
effected  thereby.^ 

§  127.  Local  caiiiage  idien  tfaroug^  transportatian  con- 
tenqilated. 
Even  though  passengers  or  goods  are  being  carried  be- 
tween two  States,  a  carrier  transporting  them  may  never- 
theless not  be  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  Though 
a  carrier  receives  goods  directed  to  a  point  outside  the 
State,  he  is  not  an  interstate  carrier  if  he  is  only  to  carry 
within  the  State,  and  there  deliver  to  an  entirely  independ- 
ent succeeding  carrier,  with  whom  he  has  no  common  ar- 
rangement.^ The  same  rule  applies  if  the  carrier  receives 
within  the  State  of  destination  goods  brought  from  with- 
out the  State  by  an  entirely  independent  course  of  com- 
merce.' So  where  goods  were  shipped  in  New  Jersey, 
directed  to  a  consignee  in  New  York,  but  carried  only  to 
Jersey  City  and  there  received  by  the  consignees,  the 
shipment  was  not  considered  interstate.^  Mere  intention 
on  the  part  of  a  shipper  to  export  his  traffic,  unaccom- 
panied by  any  circumstance  or  outward  indication  that 
the  traffic  is  in  fact  for  export,  is  not  sufficient  to  stamp 
it  as  foreign  commerce.^  It  has  always  been  the  imder- 
standing  of  the  Commission  that  no  jurisdiction  has 
been  given  it  over  a  shipment  moving  from  one  point  to 
another  in  same  State,  though  intended  to  go  beyond 
the  State  and  subsequently  rebiUed  beyond  State.*    And, 


233;  Pierce  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R. 
R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  579;  Wellfl-Higman 
Co.  V.  G.  R.  &  I.  Ry.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
487;  Roberts  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  I.  C. 
R.  R.  Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  248. 

^  Local  Commercial  Telephone  Ser- 
vice in  Pittsburgh,  27  I.  C.  C.  622; 
Arkansas  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I. 
M.  A  S.  Ry.  Co.,  25 1.  C.  C.  645. 

*  Ex  parte  Koehler,  30  Fed.  867. 
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•  Fort  Worth  &  D.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Whitehead,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  595,  26 
S.  W.  172. 

•  New  Jersey  Fruit  Exchange  v. 
Central  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  84, 
2  I.  C.  C.  142. 

•  Port  Arthur  Milling  Co.  v.  T.  & 
F.  8.  Ry.  Co.,  28 1.  C.  C.  697. 

•  Big  Canon  Ranch  Co.  v.  G.  H.  & 
8.  A.  Ry.  Co.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  523. 
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indeed/  a  movement  in  fact  interstate  has  been  held  by 
intervening  possession  of  an  independent  sort  to  have  been 
converted  into  two  local  movements.^ 

§  128.  Beginning  and  ending  of  interstate  transit. 

On  the  principles  already  examined,  if  the  transit  is  a 
single  miit,  continuing  from  the  time  of  the  original  ship- 
ment to  the  ulthnate  end  of  the  carriage,  with  the  begm- 
ning  and  ending  in  different  States,  the  entire  transit  from 
begmning  to  end  is  regarded  as  interstate;  it  does  not 
cease  to  be  interstate  when  the  goods  finally  enter  the 
State  of  destination,  but  continues  an  interstate  transit 
even  within  that  State  until  deUvery.^  Indeed,  under  the 
Act,  it  appears  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Congress  to 
assume  jurisdiction  over  the  entire  subject  matter  relative 
to  interstate  shipments,  from  the  time  of  the  origin  of 
such  shipment  down  to  the  point  where  the  shipment  is 
entirely  at  an  end,  and  its  character  as  a  transaction  of 
interstate  commerce  ceases.^  On  the  other  hand,  the 
movement  of  a  shipment  between  points  in  a  State,  and  a 
subsequent  movement  out  of  the  State,  is  as  to  the  first 
shipment  not  interstate  commerce,  where  there  is  nothing 
to  connect  the  two  shipments,  whether  in  the  billing  or 
the  charges  imposed.^®  And  correspondingly  where  goods 
which  had  been  consigned  to  one  point  within  a  State 
were  afterwards  sold  and  forwarded  to  another  point,  the 
final  movement  is  intrastate  commerce  and  subject  to  the 
rates  established  by  the  State  commission."  There  is  no 
arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment  from 
one  State  to  another  between  a  carrier  by  railroad  and  a 

^  Southwestern    Shippers'    Traffic  &  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  26  Okla. 

Aaso.  V.  A.,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  24  62,  72, 107  Pac.  929. 
I.  C.  C.  670.  ^^  Johnson  v.  M.  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M. 

•  Cattle  Raisers'  Assoc,  v.  F.  W.  &  Ry.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  255. 

D.  C.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  613.    See         "  Acme  Cement  Co.  v.  C.  &  A. 

afao  State  v.  Southern  P.  Ry.  (Tex.  R.  R.,  17 1.  C.  C.  220.    See  also  Gulf, 

Civ.  App.),  49  S.  W.  252.  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Texas,  204 

*  Pittsburgh  Vein  Operators  v.  Pa.  U.  8.  403,  51  L.  ed.  540,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  280.    See  also  St.  L.  360. 
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carrier  by  water  not  subject  to  the  Act  when  shipments 
by  raUroad  entu^ly  withm  one  State  are  consigned  in  care 
of  a  carrier  by  water,  which  acts  as  agent  of  the  consignee 
at  a  port  in  that  State,  and  the  carrier  by  water  trans- 
ports these  consignments  to  a  point  in  another  State,  such 
ultimate  destination  not  appearing  in  the  rail  carrier's 
bill  of  lading.  ^^  So  where  goods  are  shipped  in  one  State, 
directed  to  a  consignee  in  another,  but  carried  only  to  the 
State  line,  and  there  received  by  the  consignees,  the  ship- 
ment is  not  interstate." 

§  129.  Precedent  and  subsequent  transportation. 

A  mere  switching  company  which  transfers  goods  from 
one  carrier  to  another  within  the  State,  entirely  without 
reference  to  their  final  destination,  is  not  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce,  whatever  the  destination  of  the 
goods.  ^*  This  is  true  whether  the  switching  is  before  or 
after  loading,  so  long  as  the  goods  have  not  as  yet  been 
put  in  course  of  interstate  shipment."  But  it  seems  clear 
that  the  extent  to  which  deliveries  of  goods  billed  through 
in  carload  lots  should  be  made  by  switching  cars  upon 
sidings  can  be  made  the  subject  of  orders  by  the  Commis- 
sion.** And  where  a  railroad  system  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce  controls  through  stock  ownership  a  wharf 
company,  which  has  been  chartered  for  the  purpose  of 
furnishing  terminal  facilities,  the  conduct  of  such  a  ter- 
minal is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.*^ 
The  distinction  taken  by  the  Commission  seems  to  be  that 
undoubtedly  the  practices  of  the  carrier  regarding  deUvery 
are  within  control  of  Commission,  but  where  the  handling 

1*  Re  Transportation  by  the  C.  &  Larrabee  Flour  Mills,  211  U.  S.  612, 

O.,  21 1.  C.  C.  207.  53  L.  ed.  352,  29  Sup.  Ct.  696. 

^' United  States  V.  C,  K.  &  S.  K.  R.  ^*Int««tate  Commerce  Commis- 

Co.,  81  Fed.  783.  sion  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  234 

"Kentucky  &   I.  Bridge  Ck).  v.  U.  S.  294,  34  Sup.  Ct.  814. 

L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  37  Fed.  567,  2  L.  R.  A.  "  Southern  Pac.  Terminal  Co.  v. 

289,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  102.  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  219  U.  S.  498,  31 

"Missouri  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Sup.  Ct.  279. 
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follows  delivery  to  the  shipper  the  Commission  is  without 
power.*®  Therefore,  so  far  as  the  carrier  has  assumed 
delivery  by  switch,  the  Commission  will  entertain  such 
questions  as  whether  the  defendant  carrier  should  not  be 
required  to  embrace  complainants'  mills  within  the  switch- 
ing limits  of  Portland,  Oregon,  though  not  located  within 
the  city  of  Portland.**  Where  the  transportation  in  ques- 
tion is  plainly  disconnected  from  the  interstate  transporta- 
tion it  is  not  difficult  to  declare  the  movement  altogether 
intrastate.  Thus  the  cab  service  from  a  railroad  station, 
even  when  operated  under  the  auspices  of  the  railroad 
itself,  is  wholly  subject  to  local  regulation.^  So  a  common 
carrier  engaged  in  transferring  passengers  and  baggage 
between  railroad  stations  and  between  such  stations  and 
hotels  and  private  residences,  though  performing  a  service 
connected  with  interstate  passenger  traffic,  is  nevertheless 
not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act.^* 

§  ISO.  Power  to  fix  rates  under  the  Constitution. 

The  power  of  Congress  either  directly  or  through  a 
commission  to  fix  the  rates  of  carriers  in  interstate  car- 
riage was  formerly  but  not  recently  doubted.  It  would  have 
been  extraordinary  if  such  power  were  not  granted  by  the 
Constitution.  We  have  seen  that  the  power  existed  at 
common  law,  and  was  exercised  in  England  before  the 
Revolution,  as  well  as  in  the  States.  At  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution  the  power  was  lodged  in  the 
States.  It  is  a  maxim  of  constitutional  law  that  all 
power  not  granted  to  the  United  States  in  the  Constitu- 
tion remains  in  the  States;  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  was  a  power-conferring,  not  a  power-destroying 
document.  ^^     But  nothing  can  be  clearer  than  that  the 

» Coeby  v.  R.  T.  Co.,  23  I.  C.  C.  U.  S.  21,  48  L.  ed.  325,  24  Sup.  Ct. 

72, 77.  202. 

^  Portland  Lumber  Co.  v.  O.  W.  '^  Anacostia  Citizens  Asso.  v.  B.  & 

R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  292.  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  411. 

"  New  York  ex  rel.  v.  Knight,  192  » That    the   Congress    may    em- 
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right  of  fixing  rates  for  interstate  commerce  is  no  longer 
in  the  States;  a  fixing  of  rates  by  legislation  or  commission 
would  be  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce,  which 
Congress  alone  has  power  to  regulate.  It  would  seem  to 
follow  without  possibility  of  doubt  that  the  power  which 
was  taken  away  from  the  States  by  the  Constitution,  be- 
cause it  was  a  power  to  regulate  commerce,  was  at  the 
same  time  conferred,  as  such  power,  on  the  Congress.*' 

§  131.  Extent  of  the  federal  jurisdiction. 

Sometunes  it  is  said  that  only  the  federal  government 
has  power  over  interstate  matters,  and  that  the  States 
alone  have  any  concern  with  intrastate  matters.  But  it 
has  always  been  discovered  when  it  came  to  the  test,  that 
in  the  traffic  movements  of  railroad  companies  performing 
both  interstate  and  intrastate  service,  there  are  inextri- 
cable complications  in  any  entire  separation.**  By  the 
better  view  when  the  matter  is  common  ground  the  State 
will  not  be  kept  from  the  field  unless  action  by  the  nation 
has  inclosed  it.  But  even  so  there  is  the  question  as  to 
what  may  fairly  be  considered  as  offering  scope  for  regula- 
tion by  either  the  State  or  the  nation.  The  decisions  as  to 
rates  and  as  to  service  notably  differ  in  this  regard.  It 
seems  to  be  agreed  that  in  respect  to  rates  neither  can 
consider  the  earnings  appropriate  to  the  other,  but  that  in 
ordering  facilities  either  can  consider  the  business  of  the 


power  a  Commission  to  fix  ^at^s  for 
carriage  between  the  States  has  long 
since  been  assumed,  but  of  course  in 
fixing  rates  due  process  of  law  must 
be  observed;  and  no  one  shall  be 
deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property 
in  defiance  of  the  guaranties  of  the 
Constitution.  Louisville  &  N.  K.  R. 
V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
196  Fed.  541  (1912). 

**  In  Railroad  Commission  of  Ohio 
V.  Worthington,  225  U.  S.  101,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  653  (1912),  it  was  pointed 
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out  that  the  railroad  commission  of  a 
State  had  in  a  case  where  Congress 
had  not  acted,  no  more  than  in  any 
other  case,  no  authority  which  could 
constitutionally  be  given  it  to  fix  a 
part  of  a  through  rate  for  a  transit 
which  was  essentially  interstate. 

"See  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S. 
466,  42  L.  ed.  S9,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418. 

And  see  the  Minnesota  Rate  Cases, 
230  U.  S.  362,  67  L.  ed.  1511,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  729,  discussed  fully  in  the 
last  chapter. 
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other.**  The  further  discussion  of  these  matters  is  post- 
poned until  the  last  chapter,  where  th.ese  rules  are  con- 
sidered in  detail. 

Topic  C.    Contirmoiis  Carriage  under  Common  Control 

§  132.  Existence  of  common  arrangement 

When  goods  are  shipped  under  a  through  bill  of  lading 
from  a  point  in  one  State  to  a  point  in  another,  and  are 
taken  by  a  State  common  carrier  under  a  conventional 
division  of  the  charges,  such  carrier  must  be  deemed  to 
have  subjected  its  road  to  an  arrangement  for  a  continu- 
ous carriage  or  shipment  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.^ 
The  through  billing  and  rating  is  the  usual  but  by  no 
means  the  only  method  of  manifesting  a  common  arrange- 
ment.^ In  the  case  of  carriage  of  passengers  a  similar 
interpretation  will  be  made;  assent  by  a  carrier  to  the 
issue  of  a  through  ticket  over  several  railroads  constitutes 
an  arrangement  for  continuous  carriage.^  Where,  there- 
fore, a  local  carrier  takes  part  in  the  carriage  of  goods 
through  to  destination  in  another  State,  though  its  share 
of  the  carriage  is  entirely  within  the  State,  it  is  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce.^  This  is  often  shown  to  be  the 
case  by  a  through  billing  and  rating  of  the  goods  as- 
sented to  by  the  carrier  in  question.^    In  Texas  it  has 


"See  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  No. 
Car.  Corp.  Gomn.,  206  U.  S.  1,  51 
L.  ed.  WS,  27  Sup.  Ct.  585. 

And  see  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  v. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Michigan, 
231  U.  S.  457,  34  Sup.  Ct.  152,  and 
generally  the  last  chapter. 

"Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  162  U.  S. 
IS4,  40  L.  ed.  935,  16  Sup.  Ct.  700; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Bdilmer, 
175  U.  8.  648,  44  L.  ed.  309,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  209;  United  States  v.  Seaboard 
Ry.  Co.,  82  Fed.  563;  Interstate 
S.  Y.  Co.  V.  Indianapolis  U.  Ry.  Co., 
99  Fed.  472. 


»  State  V.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  44  S.  W.  542. 

"Carrey  v.  Spencer,  36  N.  Y. 
Supp.  886;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Fookes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  40 
S.  W.  858. 

»  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Pa., 
136  U.  S.  114,  34  L.  ed.  394,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  958;  Ex  parte  Kochler,  30  Fed. 
867;  Augusta  So.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wrightsville  &  T.  R.  R.  Co.,  74  Fed. 
522. 

"Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  162  U.  S. 
184,  40  L.  ed.  935,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
700. 
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been  held  that  through  billing  is  not  enough;  and  a  State 
carrier  is  not  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  unless  it 
takes  part  in  a  through  rating.*^  But  it  is  now  certain 
that  the  rating  need  not  be  joint;  the  State  carrier  is  none 
the  less  an  interstate  carrier,  because  its  share  of  the  total 
rate  is  equal  to  his  entire  local  rate,  if  it  takes  part  in  or 
permits  through  bilUng.'^  And  it  does  not  seem  necessary 
for  the  establishment  of  a  through  carriage  to  prove  that 
a  technical  through  rate  has  been  named. 

§  133.  Continuity  of  interstate  shipment. 

If  the  transporting  of  goods  or  passengers  to  an  ultimate 
destination  in  another  State  has  begun,  interstate  com- 
merce has  begun,  and  no  device  to  break  up  the  transit 
into  intrastate  portions  will  afifect  its  real  nature.  So 
where  transportation  of  goods  destined  for  a  point  without 
the  .State  has  been  actually  begun,  temporary  stoppage 
within  the  State  without  the  intention  of  abandoning  the 
original  movement  (which  movement  is  ultimately  com- 
pleted), will  not  deprive  the  transportation  of  the  charac- 
ter of  interstate  commerce.'^  And  so  if  the  goods  are  first 
billed  to  a  point  in  the  State  of  shipment,  and  at  that 
point  are  rebilled  to  their  ultimate  destination  in  another 
State,  without  breaking  of  bulk,  the  whole  constitutes  a 
single  carriage.'*  Neither  is  the  continuity  of  the  ship- 
ment broken  by  a  sale  of  the  goods  in  transitu.^^  If,  how- 
ever, the  goods  are  consigned  to  a  dealer  and  he,  selling 
them   before    arrival,    rebills    to    the   purchaser   without 


"Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Nelson,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  345,  23 
8.  W.  732;  Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Williams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  31  S.  W. 
556;  Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Davis,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  24,  31  S.  W. 
308. 

"United  States  v.  Seaboard  Ry. 
Co.,  82  Fed.  563. 
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"Cutting  V.  Florida  Ry.  &  Nav. 
Co.,  46  Fed.  641. 

"Texas  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Avery 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  33  S.  W.  704; 
Houston,  D.  &  N.  Co.  v.  Insurance 
Co.,  89  Tex.  1,  32  S.  W.  889,  30 
L.  R.  A.  713,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  17. 

"  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fort 
Grain  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  72 
S.  W.  419. 
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breaking  bulk,  the  two  carriages  are  distinct.'^  The  transit 
is  a  single  imit|  continuing  from  the  time  of  the  original 
shipment  to  the  ultimate  end  of  the  carriage;  and  where 
the  beginning  and  end  are  in  different  States,  the  entire 
transit  from  beginning  to  end  is  interstate.  It  does  not 
cease  to  be  interstate  when  the  goods  finally  enter  the 
State  of  destination;  it  continues  an  interstate  shipment 
even  within  that  State,  until  delivery.*^  Therefore  it  has 
been  held  that  any  attempt  by  the  State  to  make  orders 
in  regard  to  the  switching  of  such  shipments  to  the  con- 
signee is  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce.  ^^ 


§  134.  Relations  with  water  lines. 

Section  1  of  the  Act  defines  as  subject  to  its  provisions 
any  common  carrier  or  carriers  engaged  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  or  property  wholly  by  railroad  (or 
partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water  when  both  are 
used  under  a  common  control,  management,  or  arrange- 
ment for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment).  Thus 
carriers  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water  imder  a 
common  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage  are  as 
specifically  within  the  terms  of  the  Act  a3  any  other 
carriers  named  therein.'*  While  a  mere  agreement  by  an 
independent  water  carrier  to  accept  freight  from  a  con- 
necting railroad  and  to  transport  it  for  its  own  particular 
rate,  may  be  an  "  iarrangement"  for  continuous  carriage, 
but  it  is  not  a  "common  arrangement"  within  the  mean- 
mg  of  the  Act.«  By  concurring  in  through  tariffs  in  con- 
nection with  a  railroad,  steamship  companies  become  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  with  respect 

«Gu]f,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Sup.  Ct.  722.     See  also  Interstate 

State,  97  Tex.  274,  78  S.  W.  495,  S.  Y.  Co.  v.  Indianapolis  U.  Ry.  Co., 

aff'd  in  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  99  Fed.  472. 

Texas,  204  U.  S.  403,  51  L.  ed.  540,  '>  Interstate  Commerce  Commit- 

27  Sup.  Ct.  360.  sion  v.  Goodrich  T.  Co.,  224  U.  S. 

^  State  v.  Southern  Ry.  Co.  (Tex.  194,  56   L.    ed.    729,  32   Sup.  Ct. 

Civ.  App.),  49  S.  W.  252.  436. 

«•  McNeill  V.  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  "  Mutual  Transit  Co.  v.  U.  S.,  178 

202  U.  S.  543,  50  L.  ed.  1142,  26  Fed.  664. 
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to  traffic  in  question.^^  And  so  a  steamship  line,  under 
a  common  arrangement  with  rail  carrier,  is  subject  to  the 
Act  and  entitled  to  form  part  of  a  through  route. ^*  How- 
ever, through  export  bills  of  lading  can  only  issue  as  the 
result  of  an  agreement  between  the  railway  and  the 
steamship;  and  the  railroad  company  consequently  has 
no  power  to  issue  a  through  export  bill  of  ladiixg  without 
the  consent  of  the  steamship  company.^*  The  Commis- 
sion only  has  jurisdiction  clearly  when  the  rail  and  water 
lines  have  thus  combined  in  through  service  to  the  extent 
of  the  rates  covered  by  the  concurrence,  and  so  long  only 
as  they  may  fairly  be  said  to  be  still  current.  ^^  The  Com- 
mission has  had  occasion  frequently  to  pass  upon  the  pro- 
priety of  such  rates  thus  put  in  force,  exercising  the  same 
power  with  respect  to  them  as  to  joint  rates  all  rail.*^ 

§  136.  What  constitutes  continuous  cairiage. 

Through  billing  and  rating  is  the  usual  but  by  no  means 
the  only  method  of  manifesting  a  common  arrangement.^ 
Under  the  Act  a  common  arrangement  is  estabUshed  by 
proof  of  shipment  under  a  through  bill  of  lading  and  a 
continuous  interstate  carriage  thereunder,  coupled  with 
proof  of  concerted  action  among  the  connecting  carriers 
with  regard  to  the  payment  of  charges  ev«i  if  an  agreed 
division  of  the  rate  is  not  shown.*^     Surely,  under  any 


«i  AugUBta  &  Savaonah  Steamboat 
Co.  V.  O.  S.  S.  Co.  of  Savannah,  26 
I.  C.  C.  380. 

« Flour  aty  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V. 
R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

**  Galveston  Commercial  Asso.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C. 
216. 

^*  Benton  Transit  Co.  v.  Benton 
Harbor  &  St.  J.  &  R.  L.  Co.,  11 1.  C. 
C.  642. 

''See  for  example  Southwestern 
Shippers*  Traffic  Asso.  v.  A.  O.  T.  A 
S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  670;  Business 
Men's  League  of  Albert  Lea  v.  B.  & 
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0.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  126;  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce  of  New  York  v. 
N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  24 

1.  C.  C.  56;  Escanaba  Business 
Men's  Asso.  v.  A.  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  24 
I.  C.  C.  11;  Colorado  Mfrs.  Asso.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  82. 

«  Troy  Board  of  Trade  v.  Ala.  M. 
Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  348,  6  I.  C.  C. 
1;  Daniels  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  468;  Pennsyl- 
vania Millers'  State  Assoc,  v.  P.  & 
R.  R.  R.,  8 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  631. 

« Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  United 
States,  179  Fed.  614. 
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conventional  division  of  charges,  a  carrier  must  be  deemed 
to  have  subjected  its  road  to  an  arrangement  for  a  con- 
tinuous carriage  or  shipment  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act.^  Thus  such  common  arrangement  exists  in  a  case 
where  the  initial  carrier  furnishes  the  shipper  with  a  car 
specially  fitted  up  for  his  business,  which  is  taken  over 
connecting  roads  on  special  through  time  tables.^  So 
where  a  short  line  of  railroad,  entirely  within  a  State, 
was  operated  entirely  by  an  interstate  railroad  as  a  link 
in  interstate  carriage,  there  was  held  to  be  common  con- 
trol.* The  receipt  successively  by  two  or  more  carriers 
for  transportation  of  traffic  shipped  under  through  bUls 
for  continuous  carriage  over  their  lines,  is  assent  to  such 
a  ''common  arrangement";  and  previous  formal  arrange- 
ment between  them  is  not  necessary  to  bring  such  trans- 
portation under  the  terms  of  the  Act.^*  The  words  "  through 
route"  contemplate  an  agreement,  voluntary  or  imder  re- 
quirement of  the  Commission,  of  two  or  more  carriers  to 
provide  a  line  made  up  of  all  or  parts  of  their  lines  be- 
tween certain  points.^*  The  fact  that  through  tickets  are 
not  used,  or  through  rates  paid,  does  not  prove  the  trans- 
portation to  be  other  than  interstate;  for  a  through  route 
exists  when  passengers  are  actually  transported  by  con- 
tinuous carriage.^' 

$  136.  Local  carrier  participating  in  through  carriage. 

Where  a  local  carrier  takes  part  in  the  carriage  of  goods 
through  to  destination  in  another  State,  though  his  share 
of  the  carriage  is  entu^ly  within  the  State,  he  is  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce.**    This  is  often  shown  to  be  the 

«  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  v.  United  "  Trammell  v.  C.  S.  Co.,  4  Int. 

States,  157  Fed.  830.  Com.  Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C.  324. 

•  Boston  Fruit  &  P.  Exch.  v.  N.  Y.  "  Kansas  City  v.  K.  C.  V.  A  T. 

A  N.  £.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  403,  Ry.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  22. 

4  I.  C.  C.  664.  "  Citizens  of  Somerset  v.  W.  Ry.  & 

^  Heck  V.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Co.,  22 1.  C.  C.  187. 

Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  775,  1 1.  C.  C.  "  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  R.  v.  Pa.,  136 

405.  U.  S.  114,  34  L.  ed.  394,  10  Sup.  Ct. 

958,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  178. 
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case  by  a  through  billing  and  rating  of  the  goods^  assented 
to  by  the  carrier  in  question.**  Even  under  the  proviso 
of  section  1  of  the  Act  to  the  effect  that  its  provisions 
shall  not  apply  to  the  transportation  of  passengers  or 
property,  wholly  within  one  State  and  not  shipped  to  or 
from  a  foreign  country  from  or  to  any  State  or  Territory, 
it  has  recently  been  pointed  out  that  a  carrier  participat- 
ing iQ  the  movement  of  interstate  commerce  is  not  ex- 
empted from  the  Act  by  the  fact  that  in  handling  its 
portion  of  the  haul  it  operated  wholly  within  one  State.** 
And  the  Commission  takes  the  position  that  imder  the 
reading  of  the  Hepburn  Amendment  it  has  jurisdiction  over 
carriers  engaged  in  the  transportation  wholly  by  railroad 
from  one  State  to  another,  irrespective  of  common  control, 
management  or  arrangement,  and  the  test  of  jurisdiction 
is  not  the  arrangement  imder  which  the  freight  is  delivered, 
but  rather  the  character  of  the  transportation  itself.*^ 
From  the  time  that  the  carriage  of  goods  destined  for 
delivery  outside  the  State  has  begun  within  the  State, 
the  transit  is  interstate  in  character.**  And,  correspond- 
ingly, the  carriage  continues  to  be  interstate  after  the  goods 
are  within  the  State  to  which  they  are  consigned,  until 
the  transit  is  over.**  There  are  a  good  niany  cases  in  the 
courts  decided  in  accordance  with  the  general  principles 
discussed  in  this  section.**  And  there  are  also  subjoined 
additional  citations  from  the  reports  of  the  Commission 
bearing  upon  this  matter  of  compelling  the  establishment 
of  through  service  between  carriers  not  yet  committed  to 
common  arrangements.** 

w  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  ••  State  v.  Southern  Ry.,  49  8.  W. 

V.  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  162  U.  S.  184,  262. 

40  L.  ed.  935,  16  Sup.  Ct.  700,  6  Int.  «  Louisville   &    N.    Ry.    v.    Van 

Com.  Rep.  391.  Cleave,  110  Ky.  968,  63  8.  W.  23. 

»  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  I.  C.  C,  See  Fisher  v.  Gt.  Northern  Ry.,  49 

195  Fed.  968.  Wash.  205,  95  Pac.  77. 

«f  Leonard  v.  K.  C.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  13  "  Cardiflf  Coal  Co.  v. C,  M.  &  St. 

I.  C.  C.  573.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  13  I.  C.  C.  460;  St.  Louis, 

»  Cutting  v.  Florida  Ry.  &  N.  Co.,  8.  &  P.  R.  R.  v.  P.  &  P.  U.  Ry.  Co., 

46  Fed.  641.  26  I.  C.  C.  226. 
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§  137.  Intrastate  part  of  interstate  movement 

It  has  been  seen  that  a  movement  wholly  within  State 
which  is  part  of  through  movement  is  within  the  Aet.*^ 
The  Commission,  therefore,  has  jurisdiction  over  a  ship-* 
ment  between  two  points  in  same  State,  when  for  trans- 
shipment beyond  State.**  Where  the  through  rates  and 
charges  must  necessarily  be  made  up  of  the  separately 
established  rates  and  charges,  because  there  is  no  joint 
tariff,  the  law  requires  that  carriers  subject  to  the  Act 
must  pubUsh  and  file  such  separately  established  rates 
and  charges.*^  And  where  there  is  an  interstate  rate 
between  points  in  the  same  State,  such  interstate  rate, 
and  not  a  lower  State  rate,  is  the  proper  rate  to  be  used 
in  making  up  a  combination  through  rate  on  an  inter- 
state shipment  in  the  absence  of  a  joint  rate.*^  The  fact 
that  a  rate  is  used  in  combination  with  other  rates  does 
not  prohibit  it  from  being  considered  as  a  separately  es- 
tablished interstate  rate.^  If  a  discrimination  results  from 
the  combination  of  a  State  and  an  interstate  rate,  both 
established  by  the  same  carrier,  the  matter  is  not  with- 
drawn from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  by  the 
fact  that  the  discrimination  is  produced  by  an  improper 
State  rate — certainly  not  when  the  State  rate  is  volun- 
tarily made  by  the  carrier.*^  For  a  carrier  to  apply 
higher  rates  to  interstate  than  to  State  traffic  under 
like  conditions,  is  a  violation  of  the  Act.^  It  follows  that 
the  intrastate  portion  of  combination  through  rate  may 
be  attacked  before  the  Commission  as  unreasonable.*' 


*' Grand  Junction  Ch.  of  C.  v. 
D.  k  R.  G.,  23 1.  C.  C.  115. 

**  Pittsburgh  Vein  Operators  of 
Ohio  V.  P.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  280. 

"Eagle  P.  L.  Co.  v.  N.  Rys.  of 
M.,  25  I.  C.  C.  7. 

«  CoflFeyviUe  B.  &  T.  Co.  v.  St.  L. 
A  8.  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  25 1.  C.  C.  101. 

"'Disher  Hoop  dc  Lumber  Co.  v. 
St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
488.     See  also  Sieber  Co.  v.  Chi- 


cago, M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C. 
172. 

^  Reliance  Textile  &  Dye  Works  v. 
So.  R.  Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  48. 

«  Keogh  V.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M. 
Ry.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  73;  see  also  Barr 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.,  13 
I.  C.  C.  329. 

**  Lebanon  Conunercial  Club  v. 
L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  277; 
Du  Pont  de  Nemours  Powder  Co.  v. 
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§  138.  Line  of  the  distinctioii. 

Two  cases  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
will  serve  excellently  to  make  the  line  of  distinction  by 
which  cases  are  now  decided.  It  was  held  in  one  case'* 
that  the  reshipment  by  the  consignee  to  other  points 
within  the  State  of  coal  consigned  to  it  on  interstate  ship^ 
ments  to  a  distributing  point  within  the  State,  although 
such  reshipments  are  in  the  cars  in  which  the  coal  was 
received,  does  not  establish  such  continuity  of  transporta- 
tion as  to  place  such  reshipments  outside  the  pale  of  State 
regulation,  where  the  consignee  paid  the  freight  to  the 
point  of  reshipment  to  the  initial  carrier,  which  placed 
the  cars  on  an  interchange  track,  where  they  were  held 
by  the  consignee  until  sales  were  made.  It  was  held  in 
the  other  case  ^^  that  a  stockyard  company  which  operated 
a  railroad  system  for  the  transportation  of  loaded  cars  to 
and  from  trunk  lines  centering  there  was  a  carrier  subject 
to  the  Act  within  the  definitions  therein,  since  these  cars 
were  being  handled  in  the  course  of  their  transportation 
from  beyond  the  State  where  the  stockyards  were  situated 
or  when  outbound  were  under  consignment  to  points  out- 
side the  State;  and  it  was  therefore  held  that  the  company 
in  carrying  on  this  line  of  business  could  be  called  upon 
to  file  its  tariffs  with  the  Conmiission.  The  attitude  of 
the  Supreme  Court  to-day  plainly  is  that  the  question  of 
whether  the  commerce  is  interstate  or  not  is  to  be  de- 
termined with  respect  to  the  actual  movement  in  the 
particular  case.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  question 
whether  coiomerce  is  interstate  or  intrastate  must  be 
determined  by  the  essential  character  of  the  commerce 
and  not  by  mere  billing  or  forms  of  contract.^*    But  the 

C.  R.  R.  CJo.  of  N.  J.,  25  I.  C.  C.  19;  T.  Co.,  226  U.  S.  286,  57  L.  ed.  226, 

Mixon-McClintock  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  33  Sup.  Ct.  83. 

M.  &  8.  Ry.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  8;  Jubita  "  Railroad  Commisaion  v.  Worth- 

V.  S.  P.  Co.,  27  I.  C.  C.  44.  ington,  225  U.  8.  101,  56  L.  ed.  1004, 

~  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  32  8up.  Ct.  Rep.  653;  Tcxaa  &  N.  O. 

Iowa,  233  U.  8.  334,  34  Sup.  Ct.  592.  R.  Co.  v.  Sabine  Tram  Co.,  227  U.  8. 

"  United  States  v.  Union  8.  Y.  &  HI,  57  L.  ed.  442,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
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fact  that  commodities  received  on  interstate  shipments 
are  reshipped  by  the  consignees,  tn  the  cars  in  which  they 
are  received,  to  other  points  of  destination,  does  not 
necessarily  estabUsh  a  continuity  of  movement  J' 

§  139.  Device  to  break  through  shipment. 

The  Act  expUcitly  forbids  any  attempt  by  any  device  to 
break  the  continuity  of  an  interstate  shipment.  If  the 
transporting  of  goods  or  passengers  to  an  ultimate  destina- 
tion in  another  State  has  started,  interstate  commerce  has 
begun;  and  no  device  to  break  up  the  transit  into  intra- 
state portions  will  affect  its  real  nature.  The  continuity 
of  the  carriage  of  freight  over  a  line  formed  by  two  or 
more  roads  is  not  broken  in  fact  and  cannot  be  broken  in 
law  by  the  charge  of  a  local  rate  by  one  or  more  of  such 
roads  as  its  proportion  of  the  through  rate;  nor  can  the 
obligations  imposed  by  the  statute  be  evaded  by  the 
demand  of  the  local  charge  for  the  haul  over  its  own  road 
by  one  or  more  of  such  carriers,  or  by  the  declaration  on 
the  part  of  one  or  more  of  said  carriers,  that  as  to  the 
transportation  over  its  road  it  is  a  local  and  not  a  through 
carrier.^*  Where  transportation  of  goods  destined  for  a 
point  without  the  State  has  been  actually  begun,  tem- 
porary stoppage  within  the  State,  without  the  intention  of 
abandoning  the  original  movement  will  not  deprive  the 
transportation  of  the  character  of  interstate  commerce. 
There  is  a  tendency  plainly  to  be  seen  in  the  recent  cases 
to  hold  that  the  Uteral  reading  of  the  bills  of  lading  is 
not  conclusive;  and  if  in  fact  the  goods  are  moving  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce  the  Act  applies  to  them  and 

239;  Railroad  Commiasioii  v.  Texas  Sabine  Tram  Co.,  227  U.  S.  Ill,  129, 

k  P.  R.  Co.,  229  U.  S.  336,  57  L.  ed.  130,  67  L.  ed.  442,  449,  450,  33  Sup. 

1215,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  837.  Ct.  Rep.  229. 

^>  Gulf ,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Texas,  ^*Troy  Board  of  Trade  v.  Ala. 

204  U.  S.  403,  51  L.  ed.  540,  27  Sup.  Midland  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  306, 

Ct.  Rep.  360;  Railroad  Commission  6 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  1. 

Y.  Worthington,  225  U.  S.  101,  109,  See  also  Delaware  k  H.  C.  Co. 

56  L.  ed.  1004,  1008,  32  Sup.  Ct.  v.  Com.  (Pa.),  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 

Rq>.  653;  Texas  k  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  222. 
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the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  attaches  although  at 
first  there  has  been  only  local  billing  J^ 

§  140.  Publishing  of  proportional  rates. 

A  proportional  rate  is  a  rate  which  applies  to  a  part  of 
through  transportation  which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission;  and  in  order  to  be  recognized,  generally 
speaking,  the  balance  of  the  transportation  to  which  the 
proportional  rate  applies  must  be  under  a  rate  filed  with 
the  Commission.^*  The  publication  of  proportional  rates 
by  rail  carriers  and  a  lake  steamship  company  covering 
through  interstate  transportation,  the  actual  movement  of 
traffic  upon  through  bills  of  lading,  and  the  prepajmaent  of 
freight  charges,  necessitating  an  accounting  between  the 
carriers,  is  evidence  of  a  common  arrangement  for  a 
continuous  carriage.^  Previous  to  the  Panama  Act,  giving 
the  Conmiission  power  to  fix  port  proportionals,  the 
Commission  was  reluctant  on  its  own  initiative  to  estab- 
lish a  proportional  rate  applicable  to  traffic  from  the 
Atlantic  seaboard,  which  is  lower  than  a  reasonable  local 
rate.  But  the  Commission  had  held  that  part  of  a  con- 
tinuous haul  from  a  foreign  country  which  is  confined  to  a 
rail  transportation  from  a  port  of  entry  to  a  point  in  the 
same  State  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission, 
though  the  shipment  does  not  move  under  through  billing 
nor  do  the  water  and  rail  lines  operate  under  any  conmion 
control  or  management.^  In  another  case  the  Commission 
considered  its  jurisdiction  doubtful  over  part  of  cargo  from 
foreign  country,  coming  in  chartered  vessel  without  ocean 
billing  to  domestic  port,  and  carried  thence  by  rail  to 
point  in  same  State.^    In  a  recent  case  in  the  Supreme 

"  See  R.  R.  Comm.  of  La.  v.  Texas  "  Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R. 

&  P.  Ry.,  229  U.  S.  336,  57  L.  ed.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

1215,  33  Sup.  Ct.  9;  and  Duluth-  ^In  re  Rates  of  the  Louisiana 

Superior  Milling  Co.  v.  No.  Pacific  Ry.  A  Nav.  Co.,  22 1.  C.  C.  558. 

Ry.,  152  U.  S.  341, 146  N.  W.  1105.  "  Du  Pont  de  Nemours  Powder 

™  Crescent  CoaJ  &  Mining  Co.  v.  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  27 1.  C.  C.  69. 
C.  &  E.  I.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  149. 
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Court  of  the  United  States,^  it  was  pointed  out  that, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  under  the  Act  as  it  then 
stood  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  had  been 
apparently  given  no  power  by  Congress  to  deal  with  port 
proportional  rates  from  a  point  within  a  State  to  a  point  of 
shipment  within  that  State,  the  Railroad  Commission  of  that 
State  had  not  in  such  a  case,  authority  which  could  con- 
stitutionally be  given  it  to  fix  such  a  part  of  a  through 
rate  for  a  transit  which  was  essentially  interstate. 

§  141.  Transit  privileges  under  through  arrangements. 

An  article  remains  an  article  of  interstate  commerce  as 
long  as  it  is  subject  to  a  transit  tariff.*^  These  privileges 
are  only  applicable  to  shipments  intended  from  the  outset 
to  be  through  shipments.  Thus  in  one  proceeding  before 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,®^  it  appeared  that 
the  practice  was  to  ship  grain  from  points  west  of  Kansas 
City  to  Kansas  City  upon  the  local  rate.  When  this  rate 
was  paid  an  expense  bill  was  deUvered  to  the  person  pay- 
ing it.  If  this  expense  bill  was  afterward  delivered  to  a 
carrier  leadmg  eastward  from  Kansas  City,  that  carrier 
would  transport  a  corresponding  amount  of  grain  forward 
to  Chicago,  or  any  eastern  point,  not  at  the  rate  from 
Kansas  City,  but  at  the  balance  of  the  through  rate  from 
the  original  point  of  shipment.  It  was  not  at  all  requisite 
that  this  second  lot  of  grain  should  be  the  original  lot. 
Of  this  scheme  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  said: 
"The  i5rst  question  arising  upon  these  facts  would  seem 
to  be,  Were  the  shipments  under  this  practice  through 
shipments,  and  for  that  reason  entitled  to  the  through  rate 
which  they  received?  It  is  difficult  to  understand  how  they 
can  be  so  treated.  Apparently  they  had  not  a  single  in- 
cident of  a  through  shipment,  but  upon  the  contrary  the 

»  Railroad  Commission  of  Ohio  v.  >^  The  Transit  Case,  24  I.  C.  C. 

WorOungton,  225  U.  S.  101,  32  Sup.  340. 

Ct.  663;  see  also  Pittsbm^  Vein  **  In  the  Matter  of  Alleged  Unlaw- 

Operators  ▼.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  ful  Rates,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  240. 
C.  280. 
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transportation  from  the  point  of  origin  to  Kansas  City  was 
in  every  respect  local.  The  rate  was  local.  There  was 
nothing  upon  any  paper  connected  with  the  transaction 
which  indicated  that  the  grain  was  to  be  carried  beyond 
Kansas  City.  As  a  matter  of  fact  there  was  no  definite 
purpose  upon  the  part  of  its  owner  to  carry  it  beyond. 
If  it  did  finally  go  further,  there  was  no  present  idea  as  to 
what  pomt  it  would  go.  It  might  be  consimied  at  Kansas 
City.  It  might  be  sent  forward  to  Chicago.  It  might  be 
transported  to  Liverpool.  The  object  of  the  owner  of  the 
grain  was  simply  to  take  it  to  Kansas  City  for  the  purpose 
of  disposing  of  it  there,  without  any  thought  as  to  its 
ultimate  destination.  When  the  grain  was  unloaded  and 
put  upon  the  market  at  Kansas  City,  it  was  not,  in  any 
possible  construction,  there  temporarily  in  transit  upon  a 
through  shipment.  It  had  reached  its  destin&tion.  It  had 
become  Kansas  City  gram.  When  it  was  shipped  out  it 
must  take  the  Kansas  City  rate,  and  the  fact  that  it  had 
come  from  a  point  farther  west  was  no  reason  for  giving  it 
a  different  rate." 

Topic  D.    Conflict  between  Federal  and  State  Jurisdiction 

§  142.  Power  of  Congress  to  regulate. 

The  regulation  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  is 
one  of  the  principal  powers  confided  by  the  Constitution  * 
to  the  Congress  of  the  nation.  That  this  power  carries 
with  it  the  right  to  exercise  it  in  all  appropriate  ways 
would  seem  to  be  unquestionable.^'  In  one  of  the  first 
cases,^*  under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer  said  of  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  to  regu- 
late rates:  "There  were  three  obvious  and  dissimilar 
courses  open  for  consideration.  Congress  might  itself 
prescribe  the  rates;  or  it  might  commit  to  some  subor- 

w  Chesapeake  &  P.  Telephone  Co.  cinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  167 

▼.  Manning,  186  U.  S.  238,  46  L.  ed.  U.  S.  479,  42  L.  ed.  243,  17  Sup. 

1 144,  22  Sup.  Ct.  881.  Ct.  896. 

"  Interstate  Com.  Comm.  v.  Cin- 
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dinate  tribunal  this  duty;  or  it  might  leave  with  the 
companies  the  right  to  fix  rates  subject  to  regulations 
and  conditions."  There  would  therefore  seem  to  be  no 
doubt  that  Congress  possesses  the  inherent  right  which 
every  l^islature  having  power  has,  either  to  fix  rates  itself 
or  give  to  its  commission  power  in  the  premises.  Thus 
far  it  has  wisely  refused  to  fix  rates  itself;  and  it  has  with 
equal  wisdom  withheld  from  the  Commission  the  power 
to  make  schedules  of  rates.  By  its  persistent  policy  it  has 
given  the  Commission  only  power  to  give  reUef  from  un- 
reasonable rates  in  particular  cases  calling  for  its  action. 
The  first  grant  of  power  in  this  regard  was  held  by  the 
courts  to  go  no  further  than  to  authorize  the  Commission 
to  declare  the  rate  complained  of  improper.*^  But  in  the 
latest  legislation  the  Commission  is  given  power  in  giving 
relief  to  designate  what  the  proper  rate  shall  be  hence- 
forth." 

§  143.  Effect  of  action  by  Congress. 

Whatever  doubts  there  may  be  as  to  the  extent  to 
which  State  regulation  of  interstate  commerce  may  go 
in  the  absence  of  federal  regulation,  there  is  no  doubt  as 
to  the  fate  of  State  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  interstate 
commerce  which  comes  in  conflict  with  federal  regula- 
tion. Thus  State  legislation  forbidding  the  charging  of 
more  for  a  short  haul  than  for  a  long  haul  can  have  no 
application  to  interstate  rates  in  \aew  of  the  express  pro- 
visions of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  as  to  this  matter.^ 
So  a  State  statute  providing  for  redress  for  those  charged 
more  than  the  scheduled  rates  is  certainly  without  force 
as  to  charges  for  interstate  shipments  in  view  of  the 
similar  provision  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act.**    But 

•»  Ondimati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  "  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Eu- 

Go.  V.  Interstate  Com.  Comm.,  162  bank,  184  U.  S.  27,  46  L.  ed.  416, 

U.  S.  1S4,  40  L.  ed.  935,  16  Sup.  Ct.  22  Sup.  Ct.  277. 

700.  "Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

"  See  Railroad  Conunission  Cases,  Hefley,  158  U.  S.  98,  39  L.  ed.  910» 

116  U.  S.  307,  29  L.  ed.  636.  15  Sup.  Ct.  802. 
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Congress  cannot  go  so  far  in  regulation  of  the  conduct  of 
interstate  commerce  as  to  invade  the  power  of  the  States 
over  matters  within  their  jurisdiction.  Thus  Congress 
cannot  go  the  length  of  subjecting  all  employees  of  car- 
riers having  an  interstate  business  to  the  rules  which 
it  may  attempt  to  lay  down,  as  was  held  in  the  first 
Employers'  Liability  Cases  under  the  first  law.^  But 
since  the  Second  Employers'  Liability  Cases  under  the 
present  law,  it  has  been  recognized  that  Congress  may 
noiake  special  rules  applicable  to  employees  actually  en- 
gaged at  the  time  in  service  connected  with  an  interstate 
movement  of  traffic.*® 

§  144.  Jurisdiction  of  State  and  nation* 

When  we  come  to  deal  with  the  constitutional  complica- 
tions due  to  our  federal  government,  too  wide  a  field  is 
opened  for  anything  but  reference  here.  It  is  generally 
laid  down  that  for  normal  cases  the  rule  is  as  simple  as 
that  there  would  be  federal  regulation  for  interstate  mat- 
ters and  state  regulation  of  intrastate  affairs.  Thus  a 
State  cannot  make  provision  by  statute  for  redress  for  a 
refusal  made  to  a  shipper  by  a  carrier  where  the  cars 
desired  were  for  an  interstate  shipment."  And  corre- 
spondingly the  State  cannot  make  regulations  relating  to 
the  delivery  of  cars  which  are  moving  under  a  consignment 
in  interstate  conmierce.*^  It  has  recently  been  established 
by  a  succession  of  cases  that  since  the  Carmack  Amend- 
ment to  the  Act  has  laid  down  rules  for  limitation  of 
liability  for  loss  of  shipment,  all  State  regulations  of  every 


"See  The  Employers'  Liability 
Cases,  207  U.  S.  463,  52  L.  ed.  297, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  141. 

See  Butts  v.  M.  &  M.  Traosp. 
Co.,  230  U.  S.  126,  31  Sup.  Ct.  118, 
holding  that  the  Civil  Rights  Act  is 
not  left  applicable  upon  the  high  seas. 

"  See  Illinois  C.  Ry.  v.  Behrends, 
233  U.  S.  473,  34  Sup.  Ct.  646. 

See  El  Paso  &  B.  Ry.  v.  Gutier- 
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rez,  215  U.  S.  687,  29  Sup.  Ct.  250, 
holding  that  the  Employers'  Liabil- 
ity Act  remained  effective  in  the 
territories. 

"  Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.  v.  Mayes, 
201  U.  S.  321,  50  L.  ed.  772,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  491. 

•«  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Hard- 
wick  F.  El.  Co.,  226  U.  S.  426,  57 
L.  ed.  284, 33  Supp.  Ct.  174. 
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sort,  even  an  explicit  statute  apparently  generally  appli- 
cable, can  have  no  longer  any  application  to  interstate 
shipments.'*  Indeed,  a  recent  case  **  goes  so  far  as  to  hold 
that  a  regulation  contained  in  the  published  tariffs  of  an 
interstate  railway  carrier  on  file  with  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  limiting  its  baggage  liability  to  $100 
unless  a  greater  value  is  declared  and  stipulated  by  the 
owner  and  the  excess  charges  paid,  is  binding  upon  the 
passenger  in  case  of  loss  of  the  baggage  through  the  car- 
rier's n^ligence,  regardless  of  the  passenger's  lack  of 
knowledge  of  or  assent  to  such  regulation.  This  means 
that  when  Congress,  by  the  Amendment  took  possession  of 
this  phase  of  the  interstate  railway  transportation  of  prop- 
erty, all  State  rules  whatsoever  relating  thereto  were 
automatically  set  aside. 

§  146.  Division  of  jtirisdiction  normally. 

Two  recent  decisions  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  will  serve  to  show  how  closely  the  lines  of 
this  distinction  are  drawn.  In  one  of  them  *^  it  was  held 
that  a  mimicipal  ordinance  requiring  a  local  license  to  be 
obtained  as  a  condition  precedent  to  conducting  an  ex- 
press business  within  the  municipality  should  be  construed, 
in  the  absence  of  a  controlling  decision  of  the  courts  of 
the  State,  as  not  applicable  to  the  transaction  by  an  express 
company  of  its  interstate  business,  since,  construed  other- 
wise, the  ordinance  would  be  invalid  as  an  unconstitutional 
regulation  of  commerce.  In  the  other  ^  it  was  held  that  a 
State  may  fix  reasonable  rates  for  ferriage  from  its  shore 
to  the  shore  of  another  State  over  a  boundary  stream, 
until  Congress  undertakes  to  regulate  such  rates;  and 
that,  therefore.  State  regulation  of  the  rates  to  be  charged 

**  Chicago,    R.   I.   A>   P.    Ry.   v.  14,  34  Sup.  Ct.  203,  and  note  cases 

Cramer,  232  U.  S.  490,  34  Sup.  Ct.  cited. 

383.  "Port  Richmond  A  B.  P.  Ferry 

*«  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.  v.  Hooker,  Co.   v.   Board  of  Freeholders,   234 

233  U.  S.  97,  34  Sup.  Ct.  628.  U.  S.  317,  34  Sup.  Ct.  821;  and  note 

*•  Barrett  v.  New  York,  232  U.  S.  cases  cited. 
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for  a  ticket  for  a  round  trip  over  an  interstate  ferry  from 
the  shore  of  such  State  to  the  shore  of  another  State,  and 
return,  is  valid  until  Congress  undertakes  to  regulate 
such  rates  By  way  of  further  contrast  two  State  cases 
may  be  cited.  In  one  of  them*^  it  was  said  that  the 
decisions  of  the  United  States  courts  and  the  opinions 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  construing  the 
Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  have  no  application  to  in- 
trastate shipments.  In  the  other  ^  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciple was  reiterated  that  a  contract  between  a  shipper  and 
a  railroad  company  for  the  carriage  of  goods  from  a  point 
within  one  State  to  a  point  within  another  State  is  inter- 
state commerce,  and  not  the  subject  of  State  regulation 
as  to  tolls  or  compensation. 

§  146.  Application  of  regulating  statutes. 

Where  a  statute  may  have  two  interpretations,  one 
unconstitutional,  and  the  other  valid,  one  applying  to  all 
commerce,  the  other  simply  to  intrastate  commerce,  the 
latter  will  be  upheld.^  Thus  State  statutes  and  rulings 
of  State  railroad  commissioners  are  not  applicable  to  in- 
terstate shipments.^  And  provisions  against  railroad  com- 
panies for  overcharges  and  unjust  discrimination  in  the 
shipment  of  freight,  have  no  application  to  interstate 
commerce.*  The  penalties  provided  by  the  State  authori- 
ties for  wrongs  by  carriers  cannot  apply  to  interstate 
shipments.^  The  deduction  will  be  absolute  that  the  le^s- 
latiu^  of  a  State  intended  by  the  commission  act  which 
it  has  passed  to  regulate  only  intrastate  traffic,  and  did 
not  intend  to  enter  the  domain  of  interstate  regulation 
in  violation  of  the  commerce  clause  of  the  national  Con- 

"^  Alabama  G.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Mo-  ^Greason  v.  Ry.,  112  Mo.  App. 

aeeky,  160  Ala.  630,  49  So.  433.  116,  86  S.  W.  722. 

«  Jennings  v.  Big  Sandy  &  C.  Ry.  •  Wright  v.  Howe  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 

Co.,  61  W.  Va.  664,  67  S.  E.  272.  24  S.  W.  314. 

*  Darlington  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mo.  '  Lowe  ▼.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ry.  Co., 

Pac.  Ry.,  216  Mo.  658,  116  S.  W.  63  S.  C.  248,  41  S.  E.  297. 
530. 
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stitution.*  Therefore,  a  provision  for  free  time  for  un- 
loading and  loading  in  a  State  statute  does  not  apply 
to  interstate  traffic.^  And  a  penalty  for  not  surrendering 
freight  after  tender  of  charges  cannot  apply  to  interstate 
shipments/  On  the  other  hand,  a  State  penalty  for  failure 
to  notify  has  been  upheld  by  a  State  court  as  applicable 
to  interstate  shipments.^  And,  wherever  the  interests 
of  the  State  may  be  said  to  be  peculiarly  affected,  its 
legislation  will  stand  in  the  absence  of  explicit  action  by 
Congress  bearing  upon  the  subject.  Thus  a  State  may 
still  regulate  the  size  of  train  crews.*  And,  since  there  is 
not  enough  to  show  that  Congress  has  any  idea  of  leaving 
the  matter  without  regulation,  the  State  may  request 
the  payment  of  wages.^ 


§  147.  Respective  powers  over  service. 

It  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  a  State,  as  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  has  often  pointed  out,  to  en- 
force the  performance  of  transportation  for  those  desu-ous 
of  shipping  beyond  the  State.  ^®  But  apparently  a  State 
commission  may  order  service  to  be  maintained  to  and 
from  the  State  line,  although  there  is  no  station  there, 
and  train  movements  will  necessarily  be  to  and  from  a 
junction  point  beyond  the  State  line."  A  State  body 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  an  express  com- 
pany shall,  as  to  interstate  shipments,  deliver  packages 
to  the  residences  and  places  of  business  of  consignees.^* 
And  by  a  like  course  of  reasoning  it  will  be  apparent 


*  Oregon  R.  &  Nay.  Co.  ▼.  Gamp- 
bell,  173  Fed.  960. 

>  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.  y.  State,  26 
Okla.  62,  107  Pac.  929,  30  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  a)  137. 

•Trinity  &  B.  V.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Geppert  (Tex.  Ciy.  App.),  136  S.  W. 
164. 

7  St.  LouiB,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  y. 
fidwaHa,  94  Aik.  394,  127  8.  W. 
713. 


•  Pittsburg,  C,  C.  4  St.  L.  Ry.  v. 
State,  172  Ind.  147,  87  N.  E.  1034. 

•  State  V.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry.  (Mo.), 
147  S.  W.  118. 

"  Southern  Ry.  y.  Reid,  222  U.  S. 
424,  32  Sup.  Ct.  140,  and  cases  cited. 

^^  Missouri  Pacific  R.  R.  y.  Kansas, 
216  U.  8.  262,  54  L.  ed.  472,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  330. 

"State  y.  Adams  Exp.  Co.,  171 
Ind.  138,  144,  85  N.  E.  337. 
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that  a  State  cannot  penalize  the  failure  to  deliver  h  tele- 
graph message  sent  from  one  State  to  another.^'  It  has 
been  held  that  a  State  may  require  an  interstate  carrier 
to  settle  claims  promptly.  ^^  But  a  State  may  not  increase 
the  liabilities  of  an  initial  carrier  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce."  However,  a  State  reciprocal  demurrage  law 
has  been  held  by  another  State  to  be  generally  appli- 
cable." In  stiD  another  State,  it  has  been  held  within  the 
power  of  the  State  to  penalize  delay  in  performing  serv- 
ice. ^^  But  these  and  other  cases  of  the  same  sort,  where  it 
is  insisted  that  an  intent  of  Congress  to  occupy  the  whole 
field  so  as  to  exclude  the  State  must  appear,  are  clearly 
open  to  question  in  view  of  the  present  tendencies  ob- 
servable in  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States. 


§  148.  Legislation  relating  to  facilities. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  a  State  Commission 
may  as  to  local  movements  compel  switching  to  be  done 
on  a  basis  established  by  it.^*  It  is  possible  that  this  may 
be  done,  although  the  car  is  destined  to  another  State, 
if  the  purposes  of  such  order  are  to  prevent  discrimina- 
tion among  shippers  in  local  switching  service.  ^^  Like- 
wise, a  State  commission  has  power  to  order  the  construc- 
tion of  an  interchange  track  to  connect  railroad  lines  for 
the  exchange  of  all  kinds  of  traffic,  both  interstate  and 
intrastate,  the  purpose  being  to  provide  better  facilities 
for  railroad  service  in  general.^  Although  the  Act  now 
provides  that  the  Commission  can  order  switch  connections. 
State  bodies  duly  empowered  may  still  order  the  making 


"  Western  U.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Pendle- 
ton, 122  U.  S.  347,  30  L.  ed.  1187. 

"Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
zureky,  216  U.  S.  122, 30  Sup.  Ct.  378. 

"Central  of  Ga.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Murphey,  197  U.  S.  194,  49  L.  ed. 
444,  25  Sup.  Ct.  218. 

"  Martin  v.  Oregon  Ry.  &  N.  Co., 
58  Oregon,  198, 113  Pac.  16. 
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"  Traynham  v.  Charleston  &  W.  C. 
Ry.  (S.  C),  71 S.  E.  813. 

"  Louisville  A  W.  R.  R.  v.  Higden, 
234  U.  S.  592,  34  Sup.  Ct.  948. 

^*  Texas  &  P.  R.  R.  v.  Railroad 
Commission,  183  Fed.  1005. 

»  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v. 
State  ex  rd.,  171  Ind.  189«  86  N.  £. 
328. 
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of  such  connections.^^  But  a  State  railroad  commission 
cannot  prescribe  rules  or  assume  powers  not  conferred 
upon  it;  and  the  statute  should  not  be  held  to  apply  to 
terminal  facilities  or  transportation  in  shipment  of  inter- 
state commerce.  ^^  A  State  has  power  to  impose  regula- 
tions on  railroads  within  the  State,  requiring  interchange 
of  cars  with  another  road  subsequent  to  the  arrival  of  the 
train  at  the  "break-up  yards."  *' 

§  149.  State  legislation  burdening  interstate  commerce. 

If  certain  cases  only  are  examined  it  would  seem  that 
State  statutes  which  restrict  the  conduct  of  interstate 
transportation  in  any  substantial  degree  are  unconstitu- 
tional, the  absence  of  congressional  regulation  on  the  sub- 
ject being  held  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  the  matter 
should  be  left  undisturbed.  Thus  a  State  statute  for- 
bidding the  separation  of  travelers  has  been  held  void  as 
applied  to  interstate  transportation.^^  But  it  follows  that 
as  the  matter  is  to  be  left  without  legislative  interference 
a  carrier  may  make  proper  regulations  separating  white 
passengers  from  black,  which  may  apply  to  interstate  com- 
merce. ^^  A  State  statute  directed  against  all  discrimina- 
tion in  freight  rates  has  been  held  unconstitutional,  so 
far  as  its  appUcation  to  mterstate  shipments  is  concerned.'' 
But  it  has  been  said  recently  in  one  case  that  where  the 


»See  Eansafl  City  So.  Ry.  v. 
Kaw  VaUey  Dist.,  233  U.  S.  75,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  181,  holding  that  a  State 
body  cannot  order  the  removal  of 
an  Interstate  bridge. 

■^But  rates  fixed  by  a  State  for 
tranqx»tation  therein  can  have  no 
i4>plication  to  shipments  moving 
throi]|^»  even  as  part  of  a  combina- 
tion rate.  Oregon  R.  R.  &  N.  Ck>. 
V.  Campbell,  230  U.  S.  525,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  22. 

xLouisviUe  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Central  S.  Y.  Co.,  133  Ey.  149,  97 
S,W.  778. 


^  Hail  V.  Decuir,  95  U.  S.  485,  24 
L.  ed.  547. 

But  see  Alabama  &  V.  Ry.  v. 
Morns,  103  Miss.  511,  60  So.  11, 
holding  that  a  State  may  require 
separation  as  a  police  measure. 

»  Chiles  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  R. 
Co.,  218  U.  S.  71,  30  Sup.  Ct.  667. 

See  Hart  v.  State,  100  Md.  595, 
85  Atl.  497,  holding  that  for  the 
States  to  require  separation  would 
invade  federal  jurisdiction. 

»  Wabash,  St.  L.  6l  P.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
niinois,  118  U.  S.  557,  30  L.  ed, 
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Commiission  has  defined  certain  acts  as  discriminatory, 
the  State  authorities  may  declare  still  others  to  be  dis- 
criminatory also.^  There  have  been  doubts  as  to  the 
extent  to  which  a  State  can  regulate  the  stopping  of  inter- 
state trains.  It  was  at  first  said  that  the  State  could  order 
this  to  be  done.^  But  it  is  now  well  established  that  this 
cannot  be  done  by  the  authorities  of  the  State,  if  the  com- 
pany provides  an  adequate  local  service.^  It  apparently 
has  once  been  said  that  a  State  can  provide  redress  for 
failure  to  forward  a  message;  but  that  case  was  decided 
before  the  Commission  had  been  given  jurisdiction  over 
telegraphing  between  the  States,  and  the  rule  would  now 
be  different.*^ 

§  160.  Extent  of  the  federal  supervision. 

Two  recent  cases  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  throw  light  upon  these  difficult  distinctions.  In 
one  of  them  '^  it  was  held  that  the  federal  courts  will  not 
disturb,  on  the  theory  of  any  interference  with  interstate 
commerce,  an  order  of  a  State  railroad  commission  sus- 
pending an  interstate  railway  company's  supplemental 
tariff  in  order  to  give  the  commission  an  opportunity 
to  investigate,  since  it  seems  that  Congress  has  not  so 


'^  Puritan  Coed  Mining  Co.  v. 
Penna.  Ry.,  237  Pa.  St.  420,  85  Atl. 
426. 

"  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Ohio,  173  U.  S.  285,  43  L.  ed.  702, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  465.  This  case  was  vir- 
tually overruled  by  Cleveland,  C, 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Illinois,  177 
U.  8.  514,  44  L.  ed.  868,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
722. 

**  See  the  latest  cases  on  this  point: 
Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wharton 
et  al.,  207  U.  S.  328,  52  L.  ed.  230, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  121;  Hemdon  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  218  U.  S.  135, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  633. 

•Compare  Western  U.  T.  Co.  v. 
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James,  162  U.  S.  650,  48  L.  ed.  1105, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  950,  with  H.  B.  Williams 
Co.  V.  Western  U.  T.  Co.,  203  Fed. 
140. 

"  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.  v.  Michi- 
gan Railroad  Commission,  231  U.  S. 
457,  34  Sup.  Ct.  152. 

The  position  of  the  Commission  is 
that  since  cartage  charges  may  be 
regarded  as  a  proper  subject  for  nar 
tional  regulation,  federal  authority 
over  demurrage  and  track  storage 
charges  in  connection  with  interstate 
commerce  cannot  be  .challenged  and 
is  excluded.  Wilson  Plroduoe  Co.  v. 
Pa.  Ry.,  14 1.  C.  C.  170. 
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taken  over  the  whole  subject  of  terminalB,  team  tracks, 
switching  tracks,  and  sidings,  of  interstate  railways,  as 
to  invalidate  all  State  regulations  relative  to  the  inter- 
change of  traffic.  On  the  other  hand  where  a  line  haul  is 
terminating  m  a  delivery  involving  switching,  it  was  held 
in  the  later  case  ^^  that  the  question  whether  there  is  at 
any  point  an  additional  service  performed  by  the  carrier 
in  the  receipt  and  delivery  on  industrial  spur  tracks  within 
the  switchiAg  limits  in  a  city  of  carload  freight  moving 
in  interstate  commerce,  upon  which  such  carrier  may  base 
an  extra  charge,  in  addition  to  the  line-haul  rate  to  or 
from  such  city,  or  whether  there  is  merely  a  substituted 
service  which  is  substantially  a  like  service  to  that  included 
in  the  line-haul  rate,  and  not  received,  is  a  question  of 
fact  to  be  determined  according  to  the  actual  conditions 
of  operation,  and  one  upon  which  it  is  manifestly  the 
province  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conamission  to  pass. 

§  161.  Scope  for  State  police  power. 

It  will  have  been  noticed  that  the  problem  is  how  far 
the  conduct  of  interstate  commerce  should  be  left  sub- 
ject to  the  same  law  throughout  the  Union  without  dis- 
turbance by  local  law,  and  how  far  the  police  power  of 
the  State  may  be  exercised  by  general  legislation  applying 
to  the  conduct  of  interstate  commerce  as  well  as  to  all 
things  done  within  its  borders.  Thus  a  State  may  pro- 
hibit a  railway  from  receiving  even  for  interstate  ship- 
ment hides  not  duly  inspected  to  prevent  fraudulent  ship- 
ment of  branded  skins,  because  of  the  peculiar  necessity 
for  such  policy  in  those  regions. ''    And  a  State  may  by 


**  Interstate  Commerce  Ck)mmis- 
sion  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  234 
U.  8.  204, 34  Sup.  Ct.  814. 

The  position  of  the  Commission 
18  that  when  under  tariffs,  carriers 
agree  to  switch,  upon  order  of  con- 
signee, the  transportation  service  to 
be  performed  by  the  carrier  is  not 
ended  until  cars  are  given  terminal 


delivery  directed  by  consignees,  and 
it  follows  that  switching  service  does 
not  constitute  a  local  transaction, 
but  interstate  commerce.  Badenoch 
Co.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  22 1.  C. 
C.  36. 

"  New  Mexico  ex  rel.  v.  Denver  & 
R.  G.  R.  R.  Co.,  203  U.  S.  38,  51 
L.  ed.  78,  27  Sup.  Ct.  1. 
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general  law  prohibit  running  of  freight  trains  interstate 
as  well  as  intrastate  on  Sunday,  this  statute  governing 
the  conduct  of  all  within  the  jurisdiction.'^  To  safeguard 
its  citizens  a  State  may  require  that  all  locomotive  en- 
gineers operating  trains  within  its  borders  shall  be  ex- 
amined and  licensed.'^  Likewise  a  State  may  require  all 
locomotives  to  be  equipped  with  electric  headl^ts  of 
high  power.'*  And  it  may  make  rules  for  safety  appliances 
generally  applicable  to  aU  cars  moving  within  its  borders.'^ 
Perhaps  the  State  may  go  to  this  length  in  the  exercise 
of  the  poUce  power  strictly  in  regulating  service.  Thus 
a  State  may  regulate  the  heating  of  cars,  those  upon  inter- 
state trains  as  weU*as  others.'' 

M  Hennington  v.  Georgia,  163  U.  S.  Georgia,  234  U.  8.  280,  34  Sup.  Ct 

290,   41  L.   ed.    166,    16   Sup.  Ct.  829. 

1066.  ^  Luken  y.  Lake  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry., 

•>  Smith  V.  Alabama,   124  U.  S.  248  lU.  377, 94  N.  E.  175. 

465,  31  L.  ed.  608.  »•  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 

« Atlantic  Coaat  line  R.  R.  y.  y.  New  York,   165  U.  S.  628,  41 

L.  ed.  853,  17  Sup.  Ct.  418. 
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CHAPTER  IV 

SERVIGES  SUBJECT 

§  160.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
161.  Continual  extension  of  jurisdiction. 

Topic  A.  CaUingB  Sv^bjed 
§  162.  Railroads. 

163.  Water  lines. 

164.  Passenger  transportation. 

165.  Street  railways. 

166.  Express  companies. 

167.  Sleeping  car  companies. 

168.  Parlor  oar  service. 
160.  I^spatch  lines. 

170.  Pipelines. 

171.  Telegraph  lines. 

172.  Telephone  systems. 

173.  Government  services. 

T<ypic  B.  InddenUd  Serviem 
i  174.  Transfer. 

175.  Wharfage. 

176.  Terminals. 

177.  Switching. 

178.  Lighterage. 

179.  Drayage. 

180.  Loading. 

181.  Refrigeration. 

182.  Elevation. 

183.  Storage. 

184.  Transit  privileges. 

185.  Transportation  services. 

Topic  C.  PiMie  PrcfeaHon 

§  186.  Who  are  common  carriers. 

187.  Commitment  to  public  s^vioe. 

188.  Nature  of  public  profession. 

189.  Extent  of  the  power  of  regulation. 

190.  Public  railroads. 

191.  Private  raihxMds. 

192.  Industrial  raihraya. 
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1 103.  Joint  rates. 
194.  Tap  linee. 
Id5.  Plant  fadlitieB. 

196.  line  haul. 

197.  Intermingled  service. 

Topic  D.  PvbUe  DvUy 

1 198.  Public  obligation  the  fundamental  principle. 

199.  Nature  of  the  public  duty. 

200.  Limitations  upon  the  professioo. 

201.  Public  duty  the  basis. 

202.  Extent  of  the  carrier's  route. 

203.  Scope  of  the  service. 

204.  Carriage  of  live  stock. 

205.  Carriage  of  rolling  stock. 

206.  Profession  limited  to  car  service. 

207.  Special  trains. 

208.  Forwarders  offering  consolidated  shipmente. 

209.  Problem  of  dependent  service. 

§  160.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

By  section  1  of  the  Act  as  it  now  reads  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission  covers  any  corporation  or  any  person 
or  persons  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  oil  or  other 
commodity,  except  water  and  except  natural  or  artificial 
gas,  by  means  of  pipe  lines,  or  partly  by  pipe  lines  and 
partly  by  railroad,  or  partly  by  pipe  lines  and  partly  by 
water;  telegraph,  telephone  and  cable  companies  (whether 
wire  or  wireless) ;  and  any  common  carrier  or  carriers  en- 
gaged in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property 
wholly  by  railroad  (or  partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by 
water  when  both  are  used  under  a  common  control, 
management,  or  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage  or 
shipment).  The  term  ''common  carrier"  as  used  in  the 
Act  shall  include  express  companies  and  sleeping-car  com- 
panies. The  term  ''railroad"  as  used  in  this  Act  shall 
include  all  bridges  and  ferries  used  or  operated  in  con- 
nection with  any  railroad,  and  also  all  the  road  infuse  by 
any  corporation  operating  a  railroad,  whether  owned  or 
operated  under  a  contract,  agreement,  or  lease,  and  shall 
also  include  all  switches,  spurs,  tracks^  and  terminal 
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facilities  of  every  kind  used  or  necessary  in  the  trans- 
portation of  the  persons  or  property  designated  herein, 
and  also  all  freight  depots,  yards,  and  grounds  used  or 
necessary  in  the  transportation  or  delivery  of  any  of  said 
property;  and  the  term  ''transportation"  shall  include  cars 
and  other  vehicles  and  all  instrumentalities  and  facilities 
of  shipment  or  carriage,  irrespective  of  ownership  or  of  any 
contract,  express  or  implied,  for  the  use  thereof  and  all 
services  in  connection  with  the  receipt,  delivery,  eleva- 
tion, and  transfer  in  transit,  ventilation,  refrigeration  or 
icing,  storage,  and  handling  of  property  transported.  The 
extent  of  the  powers  of  the  Commission  over  the  rendering 
of  service  as  the  Act  now  stands  is  more  fully  set  forth  in 
Chapter  XIX. 

§  161.  Continual  extension  of  jurisdiction. 

The  service  subject  to  the  original  Act  to  Regulate 
Conuneroe  of  1887  was  primarily  railroad  transportation. 
Water  carriers  were  included  only,  in  so  far  as  they  were 
in  conciurenoe  with  a  rail  line  under  a  common  manage- 
ment. As  the  original  Act  of  1887  read  it  only  covered 
interstate  and  carriers  by  railroad,  or  partly  by  railroad 
and  partly  by  water  when  both  are  used  under  a  common 
control,  management  or  arrangement  for  a  continuous  car- 
riage or  shipment.  The  parenthesis  was  not  put  around 
the  latter  clause  until  the  revision  of  1906;  and  at  the  same 
time  power  was  given  to  the  Commission  to  establish 
joint  rates  between  carriers  by  land  or  sea  who  are  actually 
engaged  in  carrying  by  rail  and  water  in  commerce  moving 
between  States.  Pipe  lines,  express  services  and  sleeping 
cars  were  added  to  the  services  subject  to  the  Act  in 
1906.  Telegraph,  telephone  and  cable  companies,  whether 
wire  or  wireless,  were  put  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission  in  1910.  Services  incidental  to  transportation 
were  more  elaborately  enumerated  in  1906;  and  jurisdic- 
tion over  allowances  for  them  more  particularly  covered  in 
1910.     By  the  Panama  Act  of  1912,  fiuther  jurisdiction 
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was  given  the  Commission  over  water  lines,  not,  however, 
going  to  the  extent  of  making  subject  to  the  Commission 
vessels  carrying  from  port  to  port  without  connection 
with  rail  lines. 

Topic  A.    CaUings  Subject 

§  162.  Railroads. 

The  cases  at  law  defining  the  public  character  of  railroad 
transportation  are  so  numerous  that  it  is  difficult  to  select 
any  one  in  particular  as  an  illustration.  ''It  is  now  too 
well  settled  in  this  State  to  admit  of  questioning,  that 
railroad  companies  are  common  carriers,  and  as  such,  that 
they  are  amenable  to  the  liabilities  imposed  by  the  law 
applicable  to  common  carriers  as  the  same  is  administered 
in  this  State."  ^  But  this  is  applicable  only  to  such  rail- 
roads as  make  it  a  business  to  carry  for  the  public.  "A 
logging  railroad  appurtenant  to  a  saw-mill,  constructed 
wholly  on  private  grounds  and  operated  for  private 
purposes  is  not  a  common  carrier  charged  with  all  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  incumbent  by  the  laws  of  the 
land  upon  common  carriers."  ^  As  the  original  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce  was  primarily  designed  to  bring  railroad 
transportation  under  the  intimate  control  of  the  federal 
government,  the  Commission  established  thereby  has 
never  had  any  question  of  the  character  of  the  business  of 
a  railroad  engaged  in  canying  between  the  States.  The 
Commission  has  always  recognized  that  it  is  dealing  with 
a  business  essentially  monopolistic  in  character,  wherein 
without  regulation  of  rates  by  the  Gk>vemment  there 
would  not  naturally  be  a  sufficient  regulation  by  the 
process  of  competition.^^  The  Commission  also  has  had 
little  difficulty  in  determining  what  a  railroad  is;  but  there 
is  no  necessity  for  it  to  make  nice  distinctions  as  to  what 

"Southwestern   Railroad   Co.    v.      ber  Co.,  74 Fed.  517,  20 C.  C.  A.  516, 
Webb,  48  Ala.  586.  41  U.  S.  App.  46. 

^  Wade  V.  Critcher  &  M.  C.  Lum-         ^^  Advance  in  Rates — ^Eastern  Case, 

20  I.  C.  C.  243, 
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constitutes  carriage  strictly  as  distinguished  from  other 
services,  as  everything  ancillary  to  ^  the  provision  of 
transportation  is  specifically  put  under  its  jurisdiction  as 
well  as  the  carriage  itself.  However,  once  in  a  while  the 
question  comes  up  as  to  when  transportation  by  rail  in 
this  general  sense  has  finally  come  to  an  end,  by  the 
employment  thereafter  in  handling  the  traffic  of  other 
facilities  of  a  different  character.  ^^ 


§  163.  Water  lu 

As  the  main  purpose  of  the  Act  was  to  regulate  trans- 
portation by  railroad,  the  regulation  of  water  lines  was 
merely  incidental  and  collateral."  Water  carriers  were 
not  subjected  to  the  control  of  the  Commission,  because  it 
was  believed  that  their  rates  were  largely  dictated  by 
competition,  and  it  was  understood  that  freedom  to  quote 
such  rates  as  they  foimd  necessary  from  day  to  day,  was 
essential  to  the  carrying  on  of  this  commerce  to  best 
effect.**  This  has  not  always  proved  to  be  the  case;  the 
Commission  has  found  for  instance  that  water  transporta- 
tion between  the  Atlantic  seaboard  and  Galveston  has 
never  been  open  to  free  competition.*^  It  should  be 
noted  in  this  connection  that  it  has  recently  been  held  in  a 
State  comt  that  the  rates  of  a  steamship  company  plying 
on  the  high  seas  between  two  ports  in  the  same  State  are 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  Conunission.** 
Water  carriage  is  not  as  yet  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission  at  Washington.  As  has  been  seen,  only 
when  there  is  a  rail  and  water  route  established  by  some 
common  arrangement  is  there  any  service  subject  to  the 

^  Kansae   City   v.   Kansas   City  Asso.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  24 

V.  ft  T.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  22.  I.  C.  C.  670. 

^  In  re  Jurisdiction  over  Water         ^  Wilmington  Transp.  Co.  v.  Rail- 

Carrien,  15  I.  C.  C.  205.  road  Commission   (Cal.),   137  Pac. 

«« Cosmopolitan  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Ham-  135,  aff.  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  Feb.  1, 1915. 

burg  American  S.  P.  Co.,  13  I.  C.  C.  Compare  United  States  v.  Pacific  Ry. 

266.  &  N.  Co.,  228  U.  S.  87,  57  L.  ed. 

« Southwestern    Shippers    Traffic  742,  33  Sup.  Ct.  443. 
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Act.*^  Even  so,  a  water  carrier,  by  engaging  in  interstate 
transportation  with  a  railroad,  does  not  subject  its  all- 
water  business  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.^ 
The  Commission,  to  be  sure,  may  now  force  the  establish- 
ment of  through  routes  where  one  of  the  parties  is  a 
water  line.^  But  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission  to  estabUsh  through  routes  can  be 
exercised  except  over  carriers  subjecting  themselves  to  the 
Act.^  The  Commission  may  pass  upon  the  propriety  of 
whatever  rail  and  water  rates  are  filled  with  it,  but  only 
such  rates."  But  rates  once  established  may  subsequently 
be  cancelled,  if  there  is  a  bona  fide  withdrawal  from  the 
arrangement  under  which  they  were  offered.  ^^ 


§  164.  Passenger  transportation. 

The  pack  carriers  of  mediaeval  times  concerned  them- 
selves only  with  goods;  it  was  not  until  the  day  of  the 
stagecoach  that  the  carriage  of  passengers  became  a  prac- 
tice. It  is  needless  to  state  that  our  railways  to-day  are 
in  general  pubUc  carriers  of  passengers  as  well  as  com- 
mon carriers  of  goods.  Examples,  however,  wiU  occur 
where  a  railway  has  confined  its  carriage  to  the  carriage  of 
goods  only;  and  in  such  case  it  cannot  be  called  upon  to 
take  passengers.  ^^  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  railroad  is 
operating  as  a  carrier  of  freight  only,  it  need  not  run  trains- 
for  passengers. ^^  But  the  usual  fact  is  that  the  railroad 
in  question  has  undertaken  to  carry  passengers  as  well  as 


^^  Mutual  Tr.  Co.  v.  United  States, 
178  Fed.  e64. 

*  Augusta  &  Savannah  Steamboat 
Co.  V.  O.  S.  S.  Co.  of  Savannah,  26 
I.  C.  C.  380. 

•  Murray  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  D.  &  H. 
Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  388;  see  also  Mil- 
waukee P.  &  F.  Exch.  V.  Crosby 
Transp.  Co.,  30  I.  C.  C.  653. 

"  Aransas  P.  C.  &  D.  Co.  v.  G.  H. 
&  S.  A.  Ry.  Co.,  27 1.  C.  C.  403. 
"  Echols  &  Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ry. 
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Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  110;  see  also  South- 
western Shippers  Traffic  Asso.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  570. 

^'  Lumber  from  Louisiana  to  North 
Atlantic  points,  27  I.  C.  C.  186;  see 
also  Milburn  Wagon  Co.  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  18  I.  C.  C. 
144. 

"  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  East  St.  L. 
V.  Ry.,  107  ni.  450. 

^*  Commonwealth  v.  Fitchburg  R. 
R.  Co.,  12  Gray,  180. 
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goods.  ^^  And  then  it  is  bound  as  a  public  carrier,  when 
not  overcrowded,  to  take  all  proper  persons  who  may 
apply  for  transportation  over  its  line,  on  their  complying 
with  reasonable  rules  of  the  company.^  It  has  never  been 
questioned  in  the  Commission  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  are  as  explicit  as  to  its  application  to  the  carriage  of 
passengers  as  to  the  transportation  of  goods.  ^^  And  it  has 
been  held  in  the  coiurts  that  a  carrier  of  passengers  is  as 
much  subject  to  the  Act  as  a  carrier  of  goods.  ^ 

§  166.  Street  raflways. 

The  Commission  from  the  first  maintained  that  street 
railways  carrying  passengers  from  one  State  to  another 
were  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act;  and  it  frequently 
asserted  this  jurisdiction  over  railways  of  this  sort,  what- 
ever the  character  of  their  service.  *•  However,  the  Su- 
preme Court  has  recently  held  that  a  street  railway  run- 
ning across  an  interstate  bridge,  and  exclusively  engaged  in 
canying  passengers,  is  not  withm  the  scope  of  the  word 
"railroad"  used  in  the  Act,  as  the  Commission  was 
designed  to  deal  with  the  railroad  which  plays  a  part  in 
commerce  between  States,  not  with  the  railway  which  has 
no  real  fimction  in  such  business.^  The  Act,  it  should  be 
noted,  makes  no  distinction  between  railroads  that  are 
operated  by  electricity  and  those  that  use  steam  locomo- 
tives; both  are  subject  to  its  provisions  when  engaged  in 
interstate  transportation,  and  are  entitled  to  equal  con- 
sideration in  any  controversy  before  the  Commission.*^ 

» Caldwell  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Washington   Ry.   &   Elec.   Co.,    22 

Co.,  89  Ga.  650,  16  S.  E.  678.  I.  C.  C.  R.  187;  Boyle  v.  G.  F.  & 

••  Galena  A  C.  Y.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  O.  D.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  232; 

Yarwood,  15  111.  468.  Kansas  City  v.  K.  C.  V.  &  T.  Ry. 

"  Wert  End  Improvement  Co.  v.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  22;  Bitzer  v.  W.  V. 

T.  C.  B.  Ry.  &  B.  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  Ry.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  255;  Ford  v. 

239.  W.  V.  Ry.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  632. 

«•  Louisville,  N.  O.  &  T.  T.  R.  R.  v.  »  Omaha  &  C.  B.  St.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

Sute,  66  MiflB.  662,  6  So.  203,  2  Int.  Int.  Com.  Conmi.,  230  U.  S.  324,  33 

Com.  Rep.  18.  Sup.  Ct.  890. 

••  Willson  V.  R.  C.  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  "  Chicago  &  M.  Elec.  R.  Co.  v. 

Hep.  83;   Citisens   of   Somerset   v.  IllmoisC.  R.  Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  20. 
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It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  motive  power 
which  is  conclusive,  but  the  character  of  the  line  in  ques- 
tion, and  it  would  follow  that  interurban  lines  of  a  com- 
mercial character  are  common  carriers  subject  to  >the 
act.**  It  is  the  duty  of  such  roads  to  provide  cars  and 
all  other  facilities  necessary  to  properly  serve  the  public; 
and  through  routes  and  joint  rates  may  now  be  estab- 
lished over  them.*'  But  it  is  plainly  the  provision  of  the 
Act,  as  it  now  reads,  that  through  routes  and  joint  ar- 
rangements may  not  be  required  between  a  steam  road  and 
an  electric  railway  that  does  not  transport  freight  as  well 
as  passengers.*^ 

§  166.  Express  companies. 

Express  companies  are  peculiarly  an  American  institu- 
tion, which  has  flourished  xmder  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
to  the  effect  that  the  railroad  can  make  exclusive  arrange- 
ments with  the  expressman  of  their  choice;  and  since  they 
live  by  the  grace  of  the  railroads,  their  existence  can 
properly  be  justified  only  to  the  extent  that  their  service 
is  more  efficient  and  more  reasonable  than  that  which 
would  be  given  by  the  railroads  themselves.  And  accord- 
ing to  the  way  the  Commission  views  their  function, 
the  express  companies  are  agencies  of  the  railroad  for 
doing  a  small  parcel  business,  to  be  treated  as  freight 
forwarders  by  passenger  train,  givmg  supplemental  service 
and  intermediate  care.*^  Express  service  is  desired  be- 
cause shipments  to  smaller  communities  are  not  of  suffi- 
cient size  to  warrant  movement  in  carload  quantities;  and 
freight  service  is  too  slow  except  where  package  cars  are 
run.**  The  main  object  of  an  express  service  is  expedition; 
and  express  rates  should  not  be  so  low  as  to  attract  busi- 

"Louisvffle  Board  of  Trade  v.  O.  S.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C. 
I.  C.  &  S.  T.  Co.,  27 1.  C.  C.  499.  486. 

•»  St.  Louis,  S.  &  P.  R.  R.  V.  P.  &  •»  The  Express  Cases,  117  U.  S.  1, 
P.  U.  Ry.  Co.,  26 1.  C.  C.  226.  29  L.  ed.  791,  6  Sup.  Ct.  542. 

«« Cincmnati  &  C.  T.  Co.  v.  B.  &         ~  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C. 

380. 
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ness  which  might  properly  go  by  freight,  and  thereby 
congest  and  mterfere  with  the  service  by  express.«^  Under 
the  Act  as  it  originaUy  read,  confined  primarily  to  rail- 
road  service,  only  an  express  business  conducted  by  a 
railroad  company  was  held  subject  to  its  provisions.®* 
Independent  express  companies  were  not  made  subject 
to  the  Commission  xmtil  the  amendment  of  1906;  but  they 
are  now  as  fully  subject  to  the  Act  as  any  of  the  carriers 
therein  defined.®'  That  expressmen  are  responsible  as 
carriers,  not  merely  as  forwarders  was  settled  long  ago — 
not,  however,  imtil  after  much  Utigation.^ 

§  167.  Sleeping-car  companies. 

Following  the  analogy  of  express  service  the  courts  have 
held  that  the  railroads  may  make  exclusive  arrangements 
with  one  company  for  the  provision  of  sleeping  cars.'^ 
But  the  parallelism  is  not  perfect;  for,  although  the  express 
company  is  held  a  carrier  of  goods,  the  sleeping-car  com- 
pany is  not  a  carrier  of  passengers.  It  provides,  to  be 
sure  a  vehicle  for  passengers  to  ride  in,  and  accommodations 
for  their  comfort  while  in  course  of  transportation.  But 
the  railroad  company  and  not  the  car  company  under- 
takes and  is  responsible  for  the  transportation,  and  has 
entire  charge  of  the  journey.  Although  not  a  common 
carrier,  the  sleeping-car  company  is  in  a  public  employ- 
ment.^* Sleeping-car  service  when  provided  by  separate 
companies  was  first  made  subject  to  the  Commission  in 
1906.  If  the  railroad  was  itself  providing  the  sleeping 
cars,  its  rates  might  be  subject  to  the  jiuisdiction  of  the 
Commission  under  the  original  Act,  but  not  otherwise.^^ 
Now  apparently  the  arrangements  between  sleeping-car 

"  R.  R.  Com'iB  of  Fla.  v.  S.  Exp.  "  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  O.  R.  R.  v. 

Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  634.  Pullman  So.  Car  Co.,  39  U.  S.  79, 

*>  Re  Express  Companies,   1  Int.  35  L.  ed.  97,  11  Sup.  Ct.  490. 

Com.  Rep.  22, 1 1.  C.  C.  349.  ^^  Lemon  v.  Pullman  P.  Car  Co., 

•Eindel  ▼.  Adams  Exp.  Co.,  11  52  Fed.  262. 

L  C.  C.  475.  ^'  See    Worcester    Excursion    Car 

*  Buddand    ▼.    Adams    Express  Co.  v.  Pa.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  792, 

Co.,  97  Mass.  124, 93  Am.  Dec.  68.  3  I.  C.  C.  577. 
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companies  and  railroad  companies  as  to  the  use  of  the 
cars  and  the  compensation  therefor  are  subject  to  the 
power  of  the  Commission^* 

§  168.  Parlor-car  sendee. 

The  business  of  running  drawing-room  cars  in  connection 
with  ordinary  passenger  cars  has  become  one  of  the  com- 
mon incidents  of  passenger  traffic  on  the  leading  railroads 
of  the  country.^*  Parlor-car  service  when  performed  by 
railroads  is  part  of  the  service  offered  in  passenger  trans- 
portation, and  as  such  was  plainly  subject  to  the  Act 
from  the  outset.  In  one  early  case  the  Conunission  went 
very  fully  into  the  parlor-car  service  then  provided  by  the 
New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  between 
Boston  and  New  York,  and  made  favorable  findings  upon 
the  rates  and  practices  in  relation  thereto.^*  Whether 
such  service  when  rendered  by  other  companies  is  made 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  by  the 
amendments  of  1906,  which,  while  only  specifying  sleeping- 
car  companies,  spoke  later  generally  of  auxiliary  services 
in  the  course  of  transportation  by  whomsoever  provided 
might  perhaps  have  been  arguable.  But  at  all  events, 
the  Commission  has  not  as  yet  suggested  that  there  is  any 
difference  to  be  respected  between  sleeping  cars  and  other 
special  cars. 

§  169.  Dispatch  lines. 

By  the  doctrines  prevalent  in  the  federal  courts,  the 
railroads  may  make  exclusive  arrangements  with  car  lines 
of  special  character,  such,  for  example  as  live  stock  trans- 
portation companies  for  the  carriage  of  cattle."  Therefore, 
the  Commission  held  in  any  early  decision  that  the  rail- 
roads were  xmder  no  obUgation  to  perform  without  dis- 
crimination haulage   for  rival   concerns   operating   stock 

'^  See  Corporation  Commiasion  of  ^  Hewins  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  A 

Oklahoma  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  H.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  221.    See 

25  I.  C.  C.  120.  Pullman  Co.  v.  Luke,  203  Fed.  1017. 

'*  Thorpe  v.  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  ""  United  States  ex  rel.  Morris  v. 

R.  R.,  76  N.  Y.  407.  D.,  L.  Sc  W.  R.  R.,  40  Fed.  101. 
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cars.^  Freight  lines  operating  as  dispatch  companies  are 
common  carriers,  if  they  arrange  for  keeping  possession 
of  the  freight  transported  en  route.^*  But,  if  the  fast 
freight  line  is  in  reality  operated  by  a  combination  of 
railroads,  the  dealings  will  be  held  to  be  with  the  rail- 
roads themselves  jointly.®"  By  a  practice  now  prevailing, 
fruit  is  carried  in  refrigerator  cars,  which  are  arranged  to 
contain  ice;  these  cars  were  formerly  provided  in  small 
niunbers  by  the  railroads  themselves;  but  they  are  now 
very  largely  owned  by  private  corporations.  Though  not 
technically  a  carrier,  the  refrigerator  car  line  is  carrjdng 
on  a  business  which  is  of  public  importance  in  connection 
with  the  railway,  and  like  the  sleeping-car  company,  it  is, 
therefore,  engaged  in  a  public  employment  which,  though 
not  identical  with  that  of  a  common  carrier,  is  analogous 
to  it,  and  imposes  similar  legal  obligations  upon  the  cor- 
poration.** The  same  thing  would,  of  course,  be  true 
of  a  tank  car  line;  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  the  tank  car 
lines  seem  usually  to  be  owned  or  controlled  by  outside 
concerns.*^  It  should  be  emphasized  again  in  this  con- 
nection that  all  services  involved  in  the  transportation  of 
goods  by  rail  are  by  the  later  amendments  to  the  Act 
made  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.  And 
this  is  so  whether  the  services  are  conducted  by  the  rail- 
road itself  or  by  any  other  parties,  so  that  the  private 
cars  in  public  service  are  plainly  subject  to  the  orders  of 
the  Commission. 


§  170.  Pipe 

As  amended  in  1906  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
impresses  the  obligation  of  common  carriers  upon  all  pipe 
lines  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  oil  in  interstate  com- 

^  Burton  Stock  Car  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  119  N.  C.  693,  56  Am. 

R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  329, 1 1.  C.  C.  St.  Rep.  628,  25  S.  E.  854. 

132.  '^  See  Re  Transportation  of  Fruit, 

» Transportation    Co.    v.    Block  10 1.  C.  C.  360. 

Bras.,  86  Tenn.  392,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  "  See  Rental  Charges  on  Private 

S47, 6  S.  W.  881.  Cars,  31 1.  C.  C.  265. 

••  Rocky  Mt.  MiUs  v.  Wilmington 
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merce.  It  had  previously  been  held  in  the  courts  that 
such  pipe  lines  might  constitutionally  be  given  eminent 
domain;  as  tube  highways  open  to  public  use.*'  It  ap- 
parently makes  no  difference  if  the  pipe  lines  in  question 
were  built  over  privately  acquired  right  of  way,  and 
transport  only  their  own  oil;  at  all  events,  all  the  pipe 
lines  canning  oil  from  one  State  to  another  have  been 
considered  by  the  Commission  common  carriers  subject  to 
the  Act.  And  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  has  just 
decided  that  pipe  lines  which  have  never,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  imdertaken  to  carry  for  anyone  else  than  their 
owners  are  affected  with  a  public  interest,  if  the  business 
is  conducted  on  the  basis  of  insisting  that  all  comers  shall 
sell  their  oil  previously  to  its  being  transported  to  the  con- 
cern which  operates  the  system.®*  This  decision  is  so 
recent  that  the  Commission  has  not  put  into  effect  any 
policy  of  regulation  which  has  as  yet  come  up  for  decision. 

§  171.  Telegraph  lines. 

When  the  law  first  had  to  deal  with  the  telegraph,  the 
disposition  of  the  courts  was  to  put  it  imder  the  class 
of  carriers;  but  it  was  soon  seen  that  this  technically  was 
not  correct.®^  However,  it  has  always  been  recognized 
that  telegraph  lines  are  plainly  pubhc  services,  potentially 
subject  to  governmental  regulation  through  Commission 
action.**  Their  business  in  transmitting  messages  equally 
clearly  constitutes  interstate  commerce,  for  the  regulation 
of  which   Congress  may  provide.*^     This  situation   was 


"•West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Volcanic  O.  &  C.  Co.,  5  W.  Va.  382. 
"A  pipe  line  company  is  a  common 
carrier  bomid  to  receive  and  trans- 
port for  all  persons  alike  all  goods 
intrusted  to  its  care.''  Giffin  v. 
South  West  Pa.  Pipe  Lines,  172  Pa. 
St.  580,  33  Atl.  578. 

»*  United  States  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co., 
234  U.  S.  548,  34  Sup.  Ct.  956.  See 
also  the  opinions  in  the  Commission 
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in  the  original  proceedings.  In  re 
Pipe  Lines,  24  I.  C.  C.  1. 

"See  the  phraseology  in  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 
36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  300. 

"See  the  language  in  Green  ▼. 
Telegraph  Co.,  136  N.  C.  489,  49 
S.  E.  165,  67  L.  R.  A.  985,  103  Am. 
St.  Rep.  955. 

^  See  the  theories  advanced  in 
Western    Union   Telegraph   Co.   ▼. 
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covered  by  the  Mann  Act  of  1910  by  putting  telegraph 
and  cable  service  (whether  wire  or  wireless)  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission;  and  since  that  time  it 
has  been  recognized  that  henceforth  the  regulation  of  these 
services  belongs  exclusively  to  the  Commission.^ 

§  172«  Telephone  systems. 

The  demands  of  the  commerce  of  the  present  day  make 
the  telephone  a  necessity.  It  has  long  been  recognized 
that  all  people  should  have  access  to  this  service  upon 
equal  terms.^  At  one  time  it  was  insisted  that  as  the 
telephone  was  patented  its  owners  could  do  as  they  pleased. 
But  it  has  been  agreed  almost  from  the  beginning  that  the 
service  provided  by  the  telephone  companies  is  public 
in  character.  Indeed,  the  best  discussion  of  the  essential 
nature  of  public  calling  is  to  be  foimd  in  the  series  of 
cases  brought  before  the  courts  not  long  ago  to  establish 
the  invalidity  of  arrangements  made  by  the  telephone 
companies  giving  special,  privileges  to  certain  telegraph 
companies.^  Occasion  arose  some  time  ago  to  say  that 
Congress  might  regulate  this  business  where  it  had  j  mis- 
diction.*^  Telephone  service  was  made  subject  to  the  Act, 
with  special  provisions  relating  thereto,  by  the  amend- 
ments of  1910.  Since  then  the  Commission  has  had  oc- 
casion to  deal  with  this  service  only  a  few  times;  but  there 
have  been  important  developments  in  this  field  recently.*' 

§  173.  Government  services* 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Commission  has  had  spe- 
cially conferred  upon  it  from  time  to  time  jimsdiction  over 

Gall  Publishing  Co.,  181  U.  S.  92,  Co.  v.   Baltimore  &  O.  Telegr^h 

45  L.  ed.  765,  21  Sup.  Gt.  '561.  Co.,  66  Md.  399,  7  AU.  809,  59  Am. 

"  H.  B.  Williams  Co.  v.  Western  Rep.  167. 

U.  T.  Co.,  203  Fed.  140.  *^  Chesapeake  k  P.  Telephone  Co. 

*>  State  V.  Citizens'  Telephone  Co.,  v.  Manning,  186  U.  S.  238,  46  L.  ed. 

61  8.  C.  83,  39  S.  E.  257,  85  Am.  St.  1444,  22  Sup.  a.  881. 

Rep.  870.  **  Local  Telephone  Service  at  Pitt»- 

"See  Cbesapeake  k  P.  Telephone  burg,  27  I.  C.  C.  622. 
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the  charges  which  the  government  should  properly  make 
the  pubhc  in  furnishing  the  services  which  it  is  itself  pro- 
viding. This  is  the  tendency  which  should  become  a 
poUcy  with  the  recognition  of  the  truth  that  public  serv- 
ices by  whomsoever  provided  should  be  furnished  upon 
the  equitable  basis  to  be  foimd  in  legal  principles.  Ihus 
the  approval  of  the  Commission  is  required  for  changes 
made  by  the  Postmaster  General  under  the  Parcels  Post 
Act.'*  And  the  tolls  in  certain  government  owned  canals 
have  been  made  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Commis- 
sion.** Very  likely  these  two  instances  may  show  the 
beginnings  of  a  policy.  It  is  quite  in  accordance  with  the 
trend  of  opinion  to  give  to  the  Commission  more  juris- 
diction along  these  lines. 

Topic  B.    Incidental  Sertricea 

§  174.  Transfer. 

By  the  provisions  of  the  original  Act  the  term  railroad, 
whenever  used,  should  be  held  to  include  all  bridges  and 
ferries  used  or  operated  in  connection  with  any  railroad. 
But  the  courts  held  that  this  appUed  to  the  bridges  or 
ferries  owned  and  operated  by  the  railroad  company 
subject  to  the  Act,  and  not  to  a  bridge  company  which 
supplied  a  roadway  only,  over  which  other  companies 
carry,  and  that  such  a  company,  not  being  itself  a  car- 
rier, was  not  subject  to  the  Act.*^  Apparently  the  amend- 
ments of  1906  by  which  all  instrumentaUties  and  facihties 
of  shipment  and  carriage,  irrespective  of  ownership  or 
arrangement,  were  made  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission,  are  not  considered  to  have  enlarged  the 
powers  of  the  Conmiission  in  respect  to  this  situation,  be- 
yond such  facilities  as  are  employed  in  carriage  subject  to 
the  Act  in  the  course  of  transit  between  the  States.**    It  was 

•»  No.  402,  June  30,  1906.  dismiased,  149  U.  S.  777,  87  L.  ed. 

•*  No.  336,  Aug.  24,  1912.  964,  13  Sup.  Ct.  1048. 

•»  Kentucky  &  I.  B.  Co.  v.  L.  &  »  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

N.  R.  R.,  37  Fed.  567,  2  L.  R.  A.  Board  of  Hudson  Co.,  227  U.  S.  248, 

289,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  351,  appeal  57  L.  ed.  499,  33  Sup.  Ct.  209. 
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recently  ruled  by  the  CJommission  that  a  bridge  company 
with  its  viaduct  approaches,  was  not  a  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  Act.*^  But  where  a  bridge  company  takes 
the  position  of  an  intervening  carrier,  it  will,  if  it  partici- 
pates in  interstate  traffic,  be  held  subject  in  its  rates  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  (Commission.**  The  reservation  of 
Congress  of  the  right  to  fix  charges  over  bridges  is  exer- 
cised by  a  delegation  of  authority  to  the  CJommission.^ 
Unless  the  circumstances  are  dissimilar  a  carrier  may  not 
arbitrarily  absorb  a  bridge  charge  at  one  river  crossing  and 
refuse  to  do  so  at  another.^  It  has,  however,  recently 
been  pointed  out  that  mere  ferriage  across  a  stream  sepa- 
rating two  states  was  not  a  matter  which  Congress  had  as 
yet  imdertaken  to  regulate.^  As  in  the  case  of  railway 
bridges,  so  in  the  case  of  car  ferries,  if  the  charge  therefor 
is  involved  in  the  through  service  the  Commission  has 
jurisdiction,  otherwise  not.» 

§  176.  Wharfage. 

A  railroad  which  terminates  on  navigable  water  in 
arranging  to  handle  through  traffic  ought  to  provide 
proper  facilities  therefor.  As  the  Coromission  said  in  a 
recent  case,  it  is  the  duty  of  defendant  carriers  to  provide 
facilities  for  receiving  flour  reaching  Bufifalo  via  steamship; 
and  if  their  facilities  are  inadequate,  facilities  must  be 
provided  elsewhere,  and  at  a  charge  no  greater  than  would 
apply  via  their  own  docks.*  And  consequently,  a  wharf 
used  by  another  as  Shagway  was  held  to  be  an  instru- 
mentality of  interstate  commerce,  in  respect  to  the  use  of 

w  Kansas  City  v.  K.  C.  V.  AT.  A.  A  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  331. 

Ry.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  22.  » Port  Richmond  &  H.  Feiry  Co. 

*"  Railroad  Commission  of  Ind.  v.  v.  Board  of  Commissioners,  234  U.  S. 

K.  &  I.  B.  &  R.  R.  Co.,  14  I.  C.  C.  317,  34  Sup.  Ct.  162. 

563.  *  The  cost  of  such  car  ferriage  was 

*  West  End  Improvement  Club  v.  considered  in  Rates  on  Coal  to  Mil- 

O.  A  C.  B.  R.  &  B.  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  waukee,  28  I.  C.  C.  527. 

239.  *  Flour  City  S.  S.  Co,  v.  L.  V.  R. 

1  Mfrs.   k   Merchants'   Assoc,   v.  R.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

[1371 


§176] 


Railroad  Rate  Regulation 


which  discrimination  would  be  forbidden.^  It  all  depends, 
with  the  courts,  upon  the  situation  which  they  find  to 
have  been  established.  A  railroad  may  however,  have  a 
special  wharf,  especially  for  a  particular  line  connecting 
with  it;  and  it  has  been  held  that  from  such  a  wharf  it 
may  exclude  other  lines  desirous  of  using  it  where,  as  in 
that  case,  sufficient  faciUties  were  apparently  to  be  ob- 
tained at  other  wharves.*  But  in  the  case  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Terminal  Company  created  by  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  terminal  facilities  at  the 
port  of  Galveston  for  use  in  connection  with  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  and  Steamship  systems  and  controlled 
by  it  through  stock  ownership,  the  Supreme  Court  held 
that  the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  regulate  the 
charges  on  traffic  handled  in  connection  with  these  carriers, 
since  the  terminal  was  a  part  of  the  system  and  was  not  a 
distinct  wharfage  company.^  Following  the  lines  of  these 
decisions,  the  Commission  has  recently  investigated  wharves 
maintained  by  carriers  at  Fort  Myers  for  use  of  business 
from  certain  boat  lines  on  the  Caloosahatchee  River.*  At 
Pensacola,  also,  preferences  discovered  in  berthing  vessels 
in  connection  with  railroad  owned  wharves  were  held  un- 
lawful.« 


§  176.  Terminals. 

In  the  matter  of  terminals  a  distinction  seems  to  be 
made  in  the  law  between  the  terminals  which  are  part  of 
the  system  of  the  railroad  itself,  and  terminals  which  are 
maintained  for  the  use  of  railroads  entering  the  city.**^ 


» Humboldt  S.  S.  Co.  v.  W.  P.  & 
Y.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  136. 

•  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  West 
Coast  N.  S.  Co.,  198  U.  S.  483,  49 
L.  ed.  1135,  25  Sup.  Ct.  745. 

'Southern  Pac.  Terminal  Co.  v. 
I.  C.  C,  219  U.  S.  498,  55  L.  ed.  310, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  278. 

» R.  R.  Com'rs  of  Fla.  v.  A.  C.  L. 
R.  R.  Co.,  28 1.  C.  C.  356. 
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^  In  re  Wharfage  Facilitiee  at  Pen- 
sacola, 27  I.  C.  C.  252. 

^^  Concerning  the  obligations  of 
public  terminals,  see  State  v.  Jack- 
sonville Terminal  Co.,  41  Fla.  363, 
27  So.  221  (Union  station);  and 
Union  Ry.  of  Bait.  v.  Canton  R. 
R.,  105  Md.  12,  65  AU.  409  (belt 
line). 
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Generally  speakings  while  a  railroad  company  may  refuse 
the  use  of  its  terminals  to  other  railroads,  a  terminal 
company  must  permit  all  railroads  to  use  its  facilities 
upon  equal  terms.  ^^  Although  the  terminals  of  a  railroad 
are  subject  to  the  supervision  of  the  Commission  as  part 
of  the  facilities  fiumished  for  the  public  desiring  the  trans- 
portation which  the  carrier  is  furnishing,  there  is  an  explicit 
proviso  in  the  Act  to  the  effect  that  a  railroad  need  not 
give  the  use  of  its  terminals  to  its  rivals.  Thus  a  freight 
depot  owned  and  maintained  by  a  carrier  is  a  terminal 
faciUty  for  use  in  handling  business  from  its  own  line, 
a«nd  cannot  imder  section  3  be  used  for  handling  business 
from  other  lines  without  its  consent.*^  On  the  other 
hand,  railroads  may  voluntarily  open  their  terminals  to 
other  carriers,  as  apparently  all  railroads  at  Detroit 
voluntarily  open  their  trackage  to  other  railroads  entering 
that  city.*'  Very  often,  as  at  St.  Louis,  the  so-called 
terminal  is  in  reality  a  connecting  carrier;  and  the  law 
governing  such  terminal  lines  is  that  imposing  the  obliga- 
tion of  interchange  of  traffic,  rather  than  the  utilization  of 
facilities.*^  A  company  which  offers  a  terminal  service  as 
such  tb  all  comers  would  seem  to  be  in  a  position  where  it 
could  be  compelled  to  treat  all  with  equality;  and  in  this 
view  of  the  matter  it  all  depends  upon  the  basis  upon 
which  the  terminal  is  constituted.  The  Peoria  case, 
recently  decided,  contains  the  most  important  rulings  of 
the  Commission  on  these  problems.  The  Commission  in 
effect  found  that  the  defendant  was  a  terminal  company 
constructed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  main-line  roads 
access  to  various  industries  in  and  about  Peoria,  and 
virtually  organized  to  furnish  terminal  facilities  for  car- 

^^  Unless  a  terminal  is  operated  '*  R.  R.  Com.  of  Arkansas  v.  St. 

iqx>n  a  public  basis  its  owners  can-  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  292. 

not  be  compelled  to  admit  other  rail-  "  Detroit  Switching  Charges,  28 

roads;  see  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  R.  v.  I.  C.  C.  494. 

Peoria  &  P.  V.  Ry.  Co.,  167  El.  296,  "  Mfgrs.  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  & 

47  N.  E.  513;  and  Com.  v.  Norfolk  S.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  93. 
&  W.  Ry.,  103  Va.  291,  68  S.  £.  351. 
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riers  which  lacked  them;  "  and  it  held,  therefore,  that 
the  very  business  of  such  terminals  is  to  furnish  facilities 
for  railroads  entering  the  city,  and  that  section  3  obviously 
could  have  application  only  to  railroads  as  such.  To  be 
contrasted  with  this  is  the  Pittsburgh  case  later,  where 
the  refusal  of  the  Pennsylvania  railroad  to  open  its  ter- 
minals interchangeably  with  other  systems  entering  the 
city,  while  arrangements  to  that  end  with  its  own  family 
lines  were  made,  was  held  not  to  constitute  undue  dis- 
crimination." For  it  would  seem  clear  that  to  claim  that 
a  railroad  is  required  to  handle  the  cars  of  another  over 
its  terminal  trackage  for  a  switching  charge,  however  fair 
the  allowance  might  be,  would  imdoubtedly  be  to  give  the 
use  of  those  terminals  to  its  competitor,  unless  the  throu^ 
rate  is  divided.  Since  the  Amendments  to  section  1  of 
1906  the  proviso  in  section  3  of  the  Act  has  been  necessarily 
modified,  and  it  is  now  well  settled,  with  the  Conmiission 
at  least,  ^^  that  a  carrier  cannot  close  any  of  its  trackage 
or  its  terminals  to  the  uses  of  the  public  in  through  com- 
merce, where  fair  compensation  in  one  way  or  another  is 
allowed,  and  restrict  service  thereon  to  shippers  or  receivers 
upon  its  own  lines. 

§  177.  Switching. 

Fundamentally,  as  the  courts  hold,  a  railroad  is  under 
no  obligation  to  deliver  beyond  its  own  trackage;  at  least 
it  is  not  bound  to  make  delivery  at  its  own  cost  beyond 
its  own  lines."  But,  if  a  railroad  goes  so  far  in  its  sched- 
ules as  to  imdertake  delivery  within  switching  limits  de- 
fined therein,  such  track  dehvery  becomes  part  of  the 
transportation  service  imdertaken  under  the  through 
rate."    Consequently,  as  the  Commission  has  decided,  in 

"  St.  Louis,  S.  &  P.  R.  R.  V.  P.  &  »  Banner  Grain  Co.  v.  Gt.  North- 

P.  U.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  226.  em  Ry.,  119  Minn.  68,  137  N.  W. 

»•  Waverly  OU  Works  v.  P.  R.  R.  161. 

Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  621.  ^'  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

"  Iowa  &  G.  M.  Ry.  v.  C,  B.  &  sion  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ry.,  234 

Q.  Ry.,  32 1.  C.  C.  172.  U.  S.  294,  34  Sup.  Gt.  814. 
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the  absence  of  tariff  provision  to  the  contrary,  rates  to  a 
given  point  include  delivery  only  on  a  carrier's  own  rails.** 
But  where  a  wider  delivery  is  scheduled,  the  switching 
between  the  tracks  of  a  carrier  and  the  loading  and  un- 
loading points  of  an  industry  becomes  part  of  interstate 
transportation.^^  Granting  free  transfer  service  to  private 
sidings  of  some  consignees  and  refusing  it  to  complainants 
is,  therefore, '  held  to  be  unjust  discrimination  imder  the 
Act.^*  And  in  the  case  of  a  reciprocal  switching  arrange- 
ment, which  excluded  shipments  of  ice  from  its  operation, 
it  was  held  that  this  constituted  an  imjust  discrimination 
against  that  traffic.  ^^  Undue  disadvantage  also  results,  as 
will  be  seen  later,  from  failure  to  accord  a  terminal  switch- 
ing allowance  to  complainant,  while  granting  it  to  com- 
peting industries  performing  similar  services.^*  But  re- 
fusal to  switch  to  its  own  team  track  a  car  received  from 
a  connecting  line  is  held  not  imlawful,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  through  mistake  defendant  had  on  several 
occasions  performed  such  service  for  others.  ^^  Of  course, 
a  railroad  may  not  reasonably  be  required  to  accept  and 
deliver  free  of  charge  traffic  moved  by  its  competitor." 
And  it  may  charge  for  foreign  line  switching,  when  it 
makes  no  charge  for  similar  delivery  when  it  gets  the  line 
haul.^  What  amounts  to  a  belt  line  haul  justifies  an 
additional  transportation  charge."  And  a  dehvering  road 
perfonning  only  switching  service  is  entitled  to  due  com- 
pensation therefor."  But  it  would  be  plain  discrimination 
in  service  to  deliver  under  the  rate  on  switching  cars  only 


*•  Ohio  Iron  k  Metal  Co.  v.  C,  M. 
&  St.  P.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  703. 

<^  Alan,  Wood  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v. 
P.  R.  R.,  34 1.  C.  C.  27. 

«  Pierce  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R. 
R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  679. 

>*  In  re  Advances  on  Ice,  24 1.  C.  C. 

eeo. 

**  Buffalo  Union  Furnace  Co.  v. 
L.  S.  k  M.  S.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R. 
020. 


^  Railroad  Commission  of  Ark.  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  292. 

"  Laning-Harris  Coal  &  Grain  Co. 
V.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  12  I.  C.  C. 
479. 

^  Pacific  Coast  Jobbers  k  Mfg;rB. 
Assn.  V.  S.  P.,  18 1.  C.  C.  33. 

"  Pierce  v.  Pittsburgh  k  L.  B.  Ry., 
23  I.  C.  C.  89. 

"Curtis  Bros.  Co.  v.  So.  Pac. 
R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  372. 
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for  one  concern  and  not  for  another  across  the  street. '^  It 
is  held  by  the  Commission  to  be  discriminatory  tb  perform 
switching  under  an  arrangement  with  one  road  at  a  certain 
point;  while  refusing  to  enter  into  similar  arrangements  with 
another.'*  And  a  carrier  may  not  cancel  switching  arrange- 
ments with  one  carrier,  while  maintaining  former  arrange- 
ments with  another.'^ 

§  178.  Lighterage. 

Problems  as  to  lighterage  cannot  be  solved  in  any  case 
imtil  the  basis  upon  which  it  is  being  rendered  is  examined. 
Railroads  terminating  in  a  port  may  establish  a  zone  of 
delivery  by  water,  within  which  they  will  deliver  such 
freight  consigned  within  the  limits  set,  using  lighters  owned 
by  them  or  operated  under  their  auspices.*'  On  the  other 
hand,  lighterage  may  be  performed  to  and  from  water 
terminals  by  independent  companies,  operating  as  common 
carriers  subject  to  the  Act,  and,  as  such,  entitled  to  through 
routes  and  joint  rates  with  a  rail  line,  so  long  as  such  rail 
line  makes  similar  joint  arrangements  with  complainant's 
competitors.'^  If,  by  the  schedules  of  the  railroad,  de- 
livery within  the  port  by  water  is  imdertaken,  the  carrier 
may  either  hghter  the  goods  itself  at  its  own  cost,  or  allow 
each  ship'per  to  do  it  in  his  own  way,  making  an  allow- 
ance to  the  shipper  for  performing  the  service.  The  15th 
section  of  the  Act  as  amended  clearly  implies  that  a  just 
and  reasonable  allowance  may  be  made  to  the  owner  of 
property  transported,  when  such  owner  renders  a  service 
coimected  with  or  furnishes  an  instrumentality  used  in  tlie 
transportation.'^  The  Sugar  Lighterage  Case  recently 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court,  after  a  long  course  of 
litigation  beginning  in  proceedings  before  the  Commission, 

^  United   States   Button   Co.    v.  **  Chicago  Lighterage  Charges,  30 

C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  32 1.  C.  C.  149.  I.  C.  C.  390. 

»i  Buffalo,  R.  A  Pitts.  R.  R.  v.  »*  Murray  Lighterage  &  Tr.-Co.  ▼. 

Pa.  Ry.,  29 1.  C.  C.  114.  D.  &  H.  Co.,  26 1.  C.  C.  388. 

"  Switching  at  Galesburg,  III.,  31  »*  Federal  Sugar  Refinmg  Co.  ▼. 

I.  C.  C.  294.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  17 1.  C.  C.  40. 
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is  the  last  word  on  this  subject.'*  It  was  there  held 
that  the  interstate  trunk  railway  companies  whose  freight 
rail  terminals  are  at  the  New  Jersey  shore  of  New  York 
harbor,  having  estabhshed  a  zone  covering  substantially 
the  commercial  and  manufacturing  river  front  of  Greater 
New  York,  within  which,  as  a  part  of  the  transportation, 
they  perform  Hghterage  service  without  additional  charge 
to  and  from  any  pubUc  or  private  dock,  may  pay  a  reason- 
able compensation  upon  the  tonnage  basis  to  the  owners 
of  a  water  front  within  such  zone,  who  are  operating  a 
sugar  refinery  near  by,  for  the  maintenance  by  them  of  a 
pubhc  freight  terminal  station  there,  and  for  Ughtering 
all  freight  between  that  station  and  the  rail  terminals, 
without  allowing  sunilar  compensation  to  sugar  refiners 
whose  plant  is  situated  some  ten  miles  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  free  lighterage  zone  for  Ughtering  their  sugar  from 
refinery  to  such  terminals. 

§  179.  Drayage. 

Railroads,  however,  commonly  do  not  undertake  de- 
hvery  beyond  points  reached  by  then-  own  raUs;  and, 
generally  speaking,  transfer  service  beyond  a  station  is 
no  part  of  the  transportation  service  they  oflfer.'^  But  a 
railroad  may  imdertake  delivery  by  wagon  to  the  consignee 
at  his  address;  and  there  are  instances  of  store  door  de- 
Uvery  in  particular  localities,  although  such  a  service, 
even  if  once  generally  furnished,  may  later  be  altogether 
discontinued.^  It  would  necessarily  be  illegal  discrimina- 
tion between  shippers  in  the  same  community  to  make 
an  aUowance  for  cartage  to  one,  and  not  to  all  others.'® 
But  it  would  not  inevitably  be  undue  preference  to  include 
drayage  in  the  service  to  one  locality,  while  not  performing 
it  in  another.^     While  such  dehvery  service  is  offered 

**  United  States  v.  Baltimore  &0.  ^  Washington  Store  Door  Delivery, 

R,  R.,  231  U.  8.  274,  56  L.  ed.  1107,  27  I.  C.  C.  347. 

34  Sup.  Ct.  75.  »  Wright  v.  U.  S.,  167  U.  S.  512, 

^  Southwestern  Plroduce  Distribu-  42  L.  ed.  258,  17  Sup.  Ct.  822. 

tan  ▼.  W.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  458.  ^  Interstate  Com.  Comm.  v.  De- 
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there  must  be  no  discrimination  within  the  territory  thus 
served;  merchants  in  one  part  of  Washmgton,  D.  C,  have 
been  held  to  be  subjected  to  undue  prejudice  by  being 
compelled  to  pay  a  drayage  charge  while  merchants 
located  in  Georgetown,  D.  C,  are  given  free  pick-up  and 
delivery  service.*^  But  a  carrier  was  not  required  to  re- 
sume delivery  of  melons  at  piers  in  New  York,  conditions 
justifying  change  of  deUvery  from  New  York  City  to  Jersey 
City.*'  Free  drayage  service  may  be  necessitated  by  com- 
parative disadvantage  of  location  of  station  with  competitor 
to  the  industrial  section  of  city.*'  But  discrimination 
cannot  be  justified  against  one  locality  merely  because  it 
is  smaller  than  another  locality.**  A  drayman  may  be  a 
common  carrier  and  treated  as  such  in  his  relation  with 
the  railroads;  *^  but,  short  of  this  actual  participation  in  a 
through  route  being  shown,  the  Commission  has  no  juris- 
diction over  a  common-carrier  transfer  company.**  And  a 
railroad  itself  imdertaking  delivery  by  wagon  may  enter 
into  exclusive  arrangements  with  one  concern  to  perform 
the  trucking  for  it.*^ 

§  180.  Loading. 

The  present  idea  as  to  carload  rates  is  that  the  consign- 
ees will  unload  the  cars,  and  that  freight  shipped  under 
such  rates  will  not  be  required  to  pass  through  the  car- 
rier's freight  houses.*^**  Loading  by  the  consignor  is  a  long- 
recognized  rule  of  carload  transportation.*^^  It  follows 
that  loading  and  imloading  carload  freight  is  an  extra 


troit,  G.  H.  A  M.  Ry.,  167  U.  S.  633, 
42  L.  ed.  406,  17  Sup.  Ct.  986. 

*^  Merchants  &  M.  Assn.  v.  Balti- 
more A  O.  R.  R.,  30 1.  C.  C.  388. 

"  CMsaasa  v.  P.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C. 
629. 

^'Bahrenburg  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  661. 

«« Kansas  City  &  M.  Ry.  Rate 
Cancellation,  28  I.  C  C.  640. 

"Harbor  City  Wholesale  Co.  of 
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San  Pedro  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
323. 

^  Anacostia  Citizens  Asso.  v.  B.  6c 
O.  R.  R.,  25 1.  C.  C.  411. 

^  S.  Louis  Drayage  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville A  N.  R.  R.,  65  Fed.  39. 

^^  In  re  Advances  in  Demurrage 
Charges,  25  I.  C.  C.  314. 

^^  National  Wholesale  Limiber  Co. 
V.  A.  X.  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  I.  C.  C, 
154. 
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service  by  the  carriers.^^^  The  carrier,  therefore,  is  en- 
titled to  extra  compensation  for  such  loading  or  imload- 
ing.^^^  Free  unloading  service  granted  to  some  shippers, 
and  refused  to  others,  would  be  improper/^*  For  the  load- 
ing and  unloading  of  carload  freight  is  devolved  other- 
wise upon  the  shipper  and  consignee.*^  It  cannot,  however, 
be  stated  as  a  matter  of  law  that  it  is  the  absolute  duty 
of  carriers  to  imload  carloads  of  package  freight,  nor  that 
this  duty  rests  upon  the  shipper,  as  it  is  rather  a  question 
with  respect  to  each  commodity  of  what,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, is  just  and  reasonable,  and  perhaps  also  what 
has  been  the  practice.^^^  To  make  allowances  based  upon 
the  performance  by  shippers  of  services  which  shippers  are 
legally  boimd  to  render  for  themselves,  is  a  violation  of 
the  Act.^  Trinrniing  or  leveling  coal  in  the  holds  of  ships 
is  a  necessary  service  in  connection  with  the  transporta- 
tion of  coal  by  water,  and  where  performed  by  the  rail 
carriers  it  must  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  delivery.^* 
But  custom  and  conditions  justify  compelling  shipper  to 
stake  open  lumber  cars.^ 


§181. 

When  ice  is  actually  needed,  and  used  in  transportation 
of  fruit,  it  depends  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case 
whether  the  icing  is  a  part  of  preparation  which  can  be 
done  by  the  shipper,  or  part  of  refrigeration  which  the 
carrier  has  the  exclusive  right  to  furnish.  Where  a  re- 
frigeration service  is  entirely  and  wholly  under  the  con- 
trol  of  a  carrier,  which   determines  when  ice  shall  be 


«7«  Sohulti-HanseQ  Co.  v.  So.  Pac. 
Co.,  18 1.  C.  C.  234. 

^'  Davies  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 
18 1.  C.  C.  640. 

««  Davies  v.  I.  C-  R.  R.  Co.,  19 
X.  C.  C  R.  3. 

''  Coke  Producers'  Aaso.  of  Con- 
neOsville  ▼.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  27 
I.  C.  C.  125. 

«' Wholesale    Fruit    &    Produce 

10 


Ass'n  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  14 1.  C.  C. 
410. 

^  In  the  Matter  of  Allowances  for 
the  Transfer  of  Sugar,  14  I.  C.  C. 
619. 

^  New  England  Coal  &  Coke  Co. 
V.  N.  A  W.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  398. 

^  National  Wholesale  Lumber 
Dealers  Assn.  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R., 
14  I.  C.  C.  154. 
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supplied  and  in  what  quantities,  the  amount  depending 
upon  the  manner  in  which  the  carrier  itself  handles  the 
car,  the  refrigeration  charge  should  be  a  gross  sum,  and 
shippers  should  not  be  required  to  pay  for  the  ice  con- 
sumed in  reicing.^^  Loading  the  car,  by  whomsoever 
done,  must  be  such  as  to  prepare  the  freight  for  shipment, 
and  a  consignor  may,  in  the  absence  of  a  regularly  filed 
tariff  covering  this  work,  not  only  load  perishable  freight, 
such  as  fruit  m  a  car  placed  at  his  warehouse,  but  may  do 
all  other  acts,  including  precooling  necessary  to  fit  the 
fruit  for  shipment  and  filling  bunkers  in  the  car  with  ice 
for  its  preservation.^^  It  should  be  noted  that  there  are 
private  lines  of  refrigeration  cars  offering  their  services 
to  the  shipping  public  which  are  now  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Commission.^'  There  is  no  apparent  dis- 
tinction between  the  duty  to  furnish  heating  and  duty 
to  furnish  refrigeration;  and  in  a  recent  case  the  use  of 
privately  owned  heater  cars,  and  the  charges  which  may 
properly  be  made  to  shippers  for  use  of  such  cars  are 
fully  discussed.^* 

§  182.  Elevation. 

Under  the  Act  as  amended  in  1906,  elevation  is  specific- 
ally made  such  a  part  of  transportation  as  to  bring  it 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  which  is  au- 
thorized to  determine  what  is  a  reasonable  allowance  to 
the  shipper  for  elevation  services.*^  And  the  courts  have 
held  that  the  Commission  has  no  power  to  forbid  carriers 
from  paying  or  allowing  for  the  elevation  and  transfer 
of  grain  in  transit  reasonable  compensation,  because  there 


"  Crutchfield  &  W.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 
24  I.  C.  C.  651;  see  also  Railroad 
Commission  of  Calif,  v.  Ala.  G.  & 
S.  Ry.,  32 1.  C.  C.  17. 

"  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
U.  S.,  232  U.  S.  199,  34  Sup.  Ct.  291. 
See  also  Refrigerating  Charges  of 
Kansas  City  So.  Ry..  26  I.  C.  C.  617. 

«» Waco  Freight  Bureau  v.  H.  A  T. 
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C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  22;  see  also 
Re  Transportation  of  Fruit,  10  I.  C. 
C.  360. 

**  In  re  Advances  on  Potatoes,  25 
I.  C.  C.  159;  see  also  Re  Rentals  for 
Insulated  Cars,  31 1.  C.  C.  255. 

«*  Union  Pacific  R.  R.  v.  Updike 
Grain  Co.,  222  U.  S.  215,  56  L.  ed. 
171,  32  Sup.  Ct.  39. 
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is  a  possibility  of  a  future  violation  of  the  law  arising 
out  of  such  allowances.^  Considering  the  elevator  allow- 
ance cases  of  Supreme  Court  together^  the  Commission 
has  concluded  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Supreme 
Court  to  hold  that,  whatever  might  be  the  case  if  railroad 
saw  fit  to  confine  its  payment  to  elevation  actually  re- 
quired in  transportation  of  grain,  it  must,  when  it  makes 
this  allowance  to  one  elevator,  under  such  circumstances 
as  to  give  that  elevator  payment  for  commercial  elevation, 
extend  the  same  privilege  to  all  other  elevators  similarly 
situated. ^^  A  carrier  subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Com- 
merce may  either  construct  and  operate  the  elevator  it- 
self, or  furnish  elevation  by  arrangement  with  the  owner 
of  an  elevator;  and  the  amoimt  of  compensation  paid  by 
the  carrier  to  such  owner  is  of  no  concern  to  shippers  or 
to  other  carriers,  unless  it  operates  to  affect  the  rates  on 
grain,  or  by  some  device  a  portion  of  the  allowance  is 
returned  to  shippers,  and  thus  becomes  a  rebate." 

§  183.  Storage. 

Storage  of  commodities  outside  of  cars  for  convenience 
of  shippers  while  markets  are  being  sought  is  not  properly 
carrier's  function.**  It  is  the  duty  of  a  consignee  to  receive 
his  freight  within  a  reasonable  time  after  its  arrival  at 
destination;  where  he  neglects  to  do  so,  the  liability  of 
the  railroad  as  a  common  carrier  ceases  and  it  becomes  a 
warehoiiseman.  But  the  railroad  is  under  no  legal  liabil- 
ity to  continue  to  discharge  the  duty  of  warehouseman, 
and  may  insist  that  the  freight  shall  be  removed  by  the 
consignee."  There  is  no  legal  right  in  a  consignee  of 
freight  to  use  a  car  as  a  warehouse;  and  no  right  to  use  a 
car  or  track  as  a  trading  place  to  the  embarrassment  of 

"Peav^  Sc  Co.  ▼.  U.  P.  R.  R.  ■*  In  re  Allowances  to  Mevators  by 

Co.,  222  U.  S.  42,  66  L.  ed.  83,  32  U.  P.  R.  R.,  12 1.  C.  C.  86. 

8up.  Ct.  1.  ■*  Reoonsignment  and  Storage  of 

"  Traffic  Bureau  of  St.  Louis  v.  Lumber  and  Shingles,  27 1.  C.  C.  461. 

C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  *<^In  re  Advances  in  Demurrage 

4m.  Charges,  26  I.  C.  C.  314. 
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the  carrier.*^  As  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  fur- 
nish storage  beyond  a  reasonable  time  necessary  to  unload, 
the  Commission  has  no  authority  by  the  Act,  where  a 
carrier  has  not  held  itself  out  as  granting  storage,  to  order 
it  furnished;  but,  if  it  is  furnished  and  charged  for,  stor- 
age becomes  an  incident  m  connection  with  transportation, 
and  the  legality  of  the  rule  becomes  a  proper  matter  for 
consideration  by  the  Commission.*^  While  carload  quan- 
tities should  not  be  received  in  the  carrier's  freight  houses, 
nevertheless,  when  a  carrier  has  actually  stored  and  han- 
dled carload  quantities,  it  is  entitled  to  fair  compensation 
for  the  additional  service/'  Storage  of  grain  beyond  such 
a  reasonable  time  as  is  required  for  its  transfer  ceases  to 
have  any  character  as  transit  elevation  subject  to  the 
Act;  it  becomes  commercial  elevation  with  which  the 
Commission  has  held  that  it  is  not  necessarily  concerned.*^ 

§  184.  Transit  privileges. 

A  transit  privilege  is  one  whereby  certain  things  may  be 
done  to  goods  in  transit  at  an  intermediate  point  without 
losing  the  right  to  have  the  through  rate  apply .•^  And  the 
charge,  therefore,  usually  in  the  form  of  a  fixed  sum  to  be 
added  to  the  through  rate  whatever  it  may  be,  is  a  regula- 
tion aflfecting  the  rate  of  which  the  Commission  has  juris- 
diction.^ The  Act  as  amended  gives  to  the  Commission 
adequate  power  to  regulate  transit  privileges,  and  it  may 
upon  full  hearing  prescribe  such  rules  therefor  as  will 
in  its  opinion  free  the  operation  of  transit  privileges  from 
illegal  practices.'^  Transportation  itself  includes  such 
services  as  elevation  and  refrigeration,  storage  and  de- 
livery.^   But  such  transit  services  as  milling  and  recon- 

•^Wilflon  Produce  CJo.   v.   Penn.  **  National  Wool   Growers'  Case, 

R.  R.,  16 1.  C.  C.  11.  23  I.  C.  C.  151. 

"  Peale,  Peacock  &  Kerr  v.  C.  R.  •  Speigal  v.  8.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C. 

R.  Co.  of  N.  J.,  18  I.  C.  C.  25.  71. 

•»  Western  Claasification  Case,  25  "  Transit  Case,  24 1.  C.  C.  340. 

I.  C.  C.  442.  MRe    Elevation    Mowances,    24 

*^  Matter  of  Elevation  Allowances,  I.  C.  C.  197. 
14  I.  C.  C.  315. 
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agnment,  bagging  and  compressing,  are  services  for  which 
under  the  Act  the  carrier  may  not  improperly  be  expected 
to  arrange.^  And,  generally  speakmg,  the  charges  for 
fabrication  in  transit  of  any  sort,  if  rendered,  may  prop- 
erly be  made  sufficiently  high  to  give  a  profit  to  the  com- 
pany.^® 

§  186.  Transportation  services. 

What  is  included  under  the  head  of  transportation  is 
often  difficult  to  determine;  but  only  for  such  service  can 
special  allowances  be  made  to  favored  shippersJ^  The 
Commission  is  virtually  directed  to  limit  the  amoimt  that 
the  carrier  may  pay  to  a  shipper  for  transportation  services 
rendered  by  the  latter/^  And,  moreover,  additional 
charges  should  be  made  for  any  independent  service 
rendered  to  any  particular  shipper/'  It  is  an  established 
principle  that  the  carrier  is  entitled  to  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  the  service,  together  with  a  reasonable  profit  on 
that  cost,  when  performing  auxiliary  functions/*  Certain 
matters  are  plainly  altogether  outside  of  what  is  involved 
in  transportation.  Station  restaurants,  news  stands, 
barber  shops,  and  similar  private  enterprises  at  railroad 
terminals  are  no  part  of  transportation  service/^  Services 
rendered  by  the  defendant  in  providing  a  place  where 
consignments  of  perishable  produce  can  be  handled,  and 
m  assorting  into  lots  the  packages  marked  with  the  names 
of  the  single  dealers  to  whom  they  are  consigned,  is  a  thing 
of  value  to  the  shipper  for  which  he  may  properly  be 
required  to  pay/*  The  merchandising  of  grain  is  not  part 
of  the  duty  of  a  carrier,  and  for  carriers  to  pay  shippers  for 
any  of  the  operations  of  such  merchandising  is  to  make 

•  Becker  v.  B.  A  M.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  '»  Pittsburgh  Sted  Co.  v.  L.  S.  & 

C.  646.  M.  S.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  173. 

^  Fabrication  in  Transit  Charges,  '^  Detroit  Traffic  Asao.  v.  L.  S.  & 

29 1.  C.  C.  70.  M.  S.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  257. 

'^  Inman,  Akere  A  G.  ▼.  A.  C.  L.  '^^  Southwestern   Produce   Distrib- 

Ry.,  32 1.  C.  C.  146.  utors  v.  W.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  458. 

"Stcriii^  ft  Son  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  "  Davies  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C. 

R.,  21  L  C.  C.  R.  451.  186. 
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reduction  from  published  rates  by  subterfuge.^  The  Com- 
mission, however,  has  no  jurisdiction  over  alleged  unreason- 
able charges  of  a  transfer  company,  where  the  railroad 
carrier  does  not  undertake  to  make  delivery  of  passenger 
baggage  at  residences  for  rate  of  fare  stated  in  its  tariffs.^ 

Topic  C.    Pvblic  Profession 

§  186.  Who  are  common  carriers. 

In  the  earlier  cases  of  public  employment  the  profession 
to  serve  all  that  appear  was  spoken  of  as  the  assiunption 
of  a  pubUc  trust  in  imdertaking  the  business  or  as  granting 
to  the  public  of  an  interest  in  that  business.  The  original 
rule  was  clearly  expressed  over  two  centuries  ago  by 
Lord  Holt  that,  wherever  any  subject  takes  upon  himself  a 
public  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  rest  of  his  fellow-subjects, 
he  is  eo  ipso  bound  to  serve  the  subject  in  all  the  things 
that  are  within  the  reach  and  comprehension  of  such  an 
office,  under  pain  of  an  action  against  him.  Common 
carriage,  as  the  cases  have  always  pointed  out,  involves  a 
certain  kind  of  service  performed  under  certain  conditions. 
In  order  to  determine  whether  a  person  is  a  common 
carrier,  it  must  be  determined  first,  whether  his  business  is 
that  of  carrying,  second,  whether  it  is  a  public  one.  One 
who  is  transporting  goods  from  place  to  place  for  hire  as 
his  principal  occupation  for  all  that  see  fit  to  employ  him 
is  a  common  carrier.  A  conmion  or  public  carrier,  whether 
of  goods  or  of  passengers,  is  one  who  is  engaged  in  carrying 
as  a  public  employment.  ''One  who  by  virtue  of  his  call- 
ing imdertakes  for  compensation  to  transport  personal 
property  from  one  place  to  another  for  all  such  as  may 
choose  to  employ  him" — is  one  succinct  definition.^ 
"A  person  who  imdertakes  to  transport  from  place  to 
place  for  hire  the  goods  of  those  who  choose  to  employ 

""  Gund  &  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  "  Jackson       Architectural      Iron 

18  I.  C.  C.  364.  Works  v.  Hurlbut,   168  N.  Y.  34, 

^  Cosby    y.   Richmond   Transfer  38,  52  N.  E.  666,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 

Co.,  23  L  a  C.  R.  72.  482. 
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him" — ^is  another,*^  It  is,  therefore,  recognized  every- 
where, in  the  commissions  as  well  as  in  the  courts,  that  the 
test  is  whether  service  is  rendered  particular  customers  or 
whether  there  is  service  offered  to  every  shipper  who  comes 
along. 

§  187.  Commitment  to  public  service. 

When  there  has  been  general  solicitation  of  the  public, 
there  can  be  little  doubt  of  the  public  profession.  Some* 
thing,  therefore,  must  be  foimd  to  show  that  in  the  service 
in  question  there  has  been  a  commitment  to  the  public 
service.^^  But  so  long  as  a  road  holds  itself  out  as  a 
conmion  carrier,  and  trunk  lines  make  joint  rates  with  it, 
innocent  third  parties  have  a  right  to  assmne  that  the 
road  is  what  it  purports  to  be.**  Incorporation  is  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  right  to  be  a  common  carrier  by 
rail,  so  far  as  interstate  transportation  is  concerned.*' 
By  the  terms  of  the  Act  it  makes  no  difference  by  whom 
the  service  is  conducted;  therefore  holding  under  a  track- 
age agreement  will  be  considered  to  be  tantamoimt  to 
ownership  of  a  line  over  which  the  trackage  privilege 
«dsts.*^  If  a  lessor  c<}mpany  is  chartered  as  a  carrier,  it 
appears  to  be  subject  to  the  Act,  though  the  transporta- 
tion is  actually  furnished  by  another.®^  Where  a  city  has 
constructed  a  railroad  in  order  to  reach  a  certain  market, 
and  leases  the  same  to  another  railroad,  questions  of  rea- 
sonableness of  rates  stand  exactly  as  if  the  road  had  been 
built  by  private  capital."  A  lessor  may,  therefore,  be  in 
such  a  position  that  the  law  will  hold  it  ultimately  re- 
sponsible for  the  rendering  of  the  service,  as  was  pointed 
out  in  a  recent  case  in  the  Supreme  Court.*^    And,  as  was 

MEQcJiis  ▼.  Boston  A  M.  R.  R.,         *«Tap  Line  Case,  23 1.  C.  C.  277. 
23  N.  H.  275.  >*  Heck  v.  East  Tenn.  A  O.  G.  Ry., 

«  Mfre.  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  4  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  775, 1 1.  C.  C.  405. 
8.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  304.  "Reoeivers'  and  Shippers'  Ass'n 

«  St.  Louis,  8.  k  P.  R.  R.  v.  P.  &  of  Cincinnati  ▼.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 

P.  U.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  226.  18  I.  C.  C.  440. 

**  Crasoent  Coal  ds  Mining  Co.  v.         ^  No.  Carolina  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Lack* 

C.  &  E.  I.  R.  R.,  24 1.  G.  C.  149.  eiy,  232  U.  8. 248, 34  Sup.  Ct.  808. 
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said  in  another  case  at  about  the  same  time,  any  attempt  to 
cloak  the  actual  control  of  the  interstate  transportation  by 
having  a  holding  company  will  fail  of  its  purpose.® 

§  188.  Nature  of  public  profession. 

The  plainest  justification  for  the  imposition  of  the 
extraordinary  law  which  requires  those  who  are  in  public 
callings  to  serve  all  that  apply  at  reasonable  rates,  is  that 
in  initiation  the  service  is  voluntary.  People  are  not 
forced  into  public  service  against  their  wills;  it  is  only  when 
they  have  held  themselves  out  in  some  way  as  ready  to 
accommodate  all  that  apply  that  they  are  bound  to  serve 
indiscriminately.  Such  a  case  is  that  of  the  lighterman,  as 
was  decided  in  the  leading  case  of  Ingate  v.  Christie," 
where  Baron  Alderson  delivered  the  following  opinion: 
''Everybody  who  undertakes  to  carry  for  any  one  who 
asks  him,  is  a  common  carrier.  The  criterion  is,  whether 
he  carries  for  particular  persons  only,  or  whether  he 
carries  for  every  one.  If  a  man  holds  himself  out  to  do  it 
for  every  one  who  asks  him,  he  is  a  common  carrier;  but 
if  he  does  not  do  it  for  every  one,  but  carries  for  you  and 
me  only,  that  is  matter  of  special  contract.  Here  we  have 
a  person  with  a  coimting-house,  '  lighterman '  painted  at  his 
door,  and  he  offers  to  carry  for  every  one."  On  the  other 
hand,  where  the  employment  is  casual  only,  and  not  a 
regular  matter  of  business,  the  carrier  is  not  a  common 
carrier.  As  was  said  in  the  leading  ca^  of  Allen  v.  Lack- 
neles^  by  Mr.  Justice  Parker:  "The  only  question  in  the 
case  is,  were  the  defendants  common  carriers?    The  facts 


•  United  States  v.  Union  S.  Y.  A 
T.  Co.,  226  U.  S.  286,  33  Sup.  Ct.  83. 

»  3  Car.  A  K.  61. 

The  Commission  rejects  the  theory 
that  a  railroad  is  a  common  carrier 
only  for  those  who  have  been  accus- 
tomed to  patronize  it,  and  that  it 
can  favor  its  old  customer  at  the  ex- 
peiDse  of  its  new  ones.  In  re  Mine 
RatingB,  26  I.  C.  C.  286. 
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"  37  N.  Y.  341. 

But  the  Commission  will  not  recog- 
nize as  common  carriers  any  lines 
that  do  not  publish  tari£fs  in  lawful 
form,  or  concur  properly  in  lawful 
tariffs  of  other  lines,  or  that  do  not  in 
all  other  respects  comply  with  the 
law.  Star  Grain  &  L.  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  A 
S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  338. 
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found  by  the  referee  do  not,  I  think,  make  the  defendants 
common  carriers.  They  owned  a  sloop;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  it  was  ever  offered  to  the  public  or  to  in- 
dividuals for  use,  or  ever  put  to  any  use,  except  in  the 
two  trips  which  it  made  for  the  plaintiffs,  at  their  special 
request.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  defendants  were 
engaged  in  the  business  of  carrying  goods,  or  that  they 
held  themselves  out  to  the  world  as  carriers,  or  had  ever 
offered  their  services  as  such.  This  casual  use  of  their 
sloop  in  transporting  plaintiffs'  property  fails  short  of 
proof  sufficient  to  show  them  common  carriers." 

§  189.  Extent  of  the  power  of  regulation. 

What  would  seem  to  be  a  constitutional  limitation  upon 
the  regulating  power  should  be  noted.  Regulation  of  this 
peculiar  sort,  going  to  the  extent  of  compulsory  service, 
should  be  confined  to  what  may  properly  be  considered 
public  callings.  Unless  the  business  in  question  is  one 
which  is  public  in  character  it  is  not  one  which  it  would  be 
due  process  of  law  to  regulate  to  the  extent  of  fixing  its 
rates.  And  unless  in  the  particular  instance  the  business 
is  being  conducted  upon  a  public  basis,  regulation  to  that 
extent  of  what  is  still  a  private  affair  would  be  equally 
improper.  Thus  although  the  Supreme  Cowct  has  held  in  a 
principal  case  that  the  rates  at  grain  elevators  might  be 
regulated,'^  it  has  pointed  out  in  a  later  case  that  this 
would  not  be  apphcable  to  a  man  who  was  simply  storing 
his  own  grain  in  his  own  elevator.*^  The  business  must  be 
one  in  which  the  pubUc  has  an  interest,  and  at  the  same 
time  one  in  which  the  proprietor  has  committed  himself  to 
serve  the  public.  Those  who  conduct  wharves  as  landings 
for  the  public  must  serve  all  at  reasonable  rates;  ^^  but  at 
his  private  wharf  one  may  discrimiaate  as  he  pleases  in 

M  MuBO  ▼.  niinok,  94  U.  S.  213,  **  Transportation  Co.  v.  Parken»- 

24  L.  ed.  77.  burg,  107  U.  S.  091,  27  L.  ed.  £84,  2 

*>Bm08  d  reL  Y.  Stoesser,  163  U.  8.  Sup.  Ct.  732. 
391,  38  L.  ed.  757, 12  Sup.  (X  468. 
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the  conduct  of  his  business.^^'  For  the  legislature  to  make 
a  general  rule  applicable  to  all  concerns  in  certain  busi- 
nesses, or  for  a  commission  acting  by  its  authority,  to 
order  that  the  public  should  be  served  by  any  particular 
company,  unless  both  requisites  are  present,  would  seem 
to  deprive  the  owners  and  proprietors  of  their  liberty  and 
property.  When  the  proprietors  have  never  taken  any- 
thing but  their  own  oil  through  these  lines,  or  at  all  events 
never  made  any  profession  of  taking  oil  for  others,  can 
they  be  said  to  have  committed  themselves  to  public 
service?  The  Supreme  Court  in  the  Pipe  Line  Cases** 
recognizes  this  as  a  general  principle,  perhaps,  but  points 
out  that  in  the  particular  cases  before  them  there  were 
found  such  special  circumstances  of  interdependent  pur- 
chase and  transportation  as  to  justify  the  action  taken  by 
the  Commission  under  the  discretion  of  the  Congress  to 
prevent  restriction  of  commerce  by  the  monopoly  created. 
Not  long  before  in  a  case  not  altogether  dissimilar,  as  it 
involved  the  effect  of  interrelations,  the  same  court  •• 
had  held  that  where  a  railroad  sjrstem  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce  controls  through  stock  ownership  a  wharf 
company  which  has  been  chartered  for  the  purpose  of 
furnishing  terminal  facilities,  the  conduct  of  such  a  ter- 
minal being  public  in  character,  is  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

§  190.  Public  railroads. 

A  public  railroad  is  one  which  holds  itself  out  as  ready 
to  engage  in  transportation  for  hire  as  a  public  employ- 
ment; and  generally  the  rights  of  the  liability  of  a  common 
carrier  do  not  attach  to  one  who  does  not  so  hold  itself 
out.*^  But  if  a  railroad  offers  its  services  to  all  the  public 
who  are  in  a  position  to  avail  themselves  thereof,  the 

•*  Weems  Stb.  Co.  v.  People's  Stb.  "  Southern  Pac.  Terminal  Co.  v. 

Co.,  214  U.  S.  346,  53  L.  ed.  1024,  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  219  U.  S.  4Q8»  31 

29  Sup.  Ct.  661.  Sup.  Ct.  279. 

••United  States  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.,  «Kansaa  City  v.  K.  C.  V.  &  T. 

284  U.  S.  548, 84  Sup.  Ct.  946.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  22. 
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fact  that  the  class  actually  using  it  was  limited  does  not 
render  it  any  the  less  a  common  carrier.^  When  a  public 
railroad  builds  a  branch  line  from  its  road,  prinmrily  to 
accommodate  some  individual  business,  it  is  nevertheless 
a  common  carrier  over  the  branch,  and  the  use  of  the 
track  is  open  to  all  who  have  occasion  to  use  it  as  well  as 
to  the  particular  individual  for  whose  benefit  it  was  built. 
The  taking  of  land  for  a  spur  track  to  connect  with  a 
single  industry  is  a  taking  for  public  use,  if  the  purpose 
of  the  company  is  to  maintain  and  operate  such  track  as  an 
integral  part  of  its  railway  system,  so  as  to  serve  all  who 
may  desire  it,  and  all  can  demand,  as  a  right,  to  be  served 
without  discrimination.^  The  distinction  between  the 
public  branch  and  the  private  spur  appears  to  lie  merely 
in  the  facts  as  to  the  use  which  can  be  made  of  the  road. 
If  it  runs  for  a  considerable  distance,  so  that  at  a  futiu^e  time 
demands  not  now  in  existence  may  come  into  being  and 
the  road  may  be  of  use  to  a  number  of  persons,  it  is  a 
public  road.  If,  however,  the  premises  of  the  individual 
benefited  either  directly  adjoin  the  railroad  or  are  separ- 
ated only  by  a  few  feet,  so  that  the  intervening  land  can 
be  acconmiodated  from  the  main  track,  then  the  use  is  a 
private  one;  and  that  was  the  fact  in  the  cases  previously 
examined  of  private  spurs.**® 

§  191.  Private  railroads. 

It  will  follow  from  what  has  been  said  that  a  railroad, 
constructed  and  used  merely  in  connection  with  the  con- 
duct of  a  private  business,  is  not  a  common  carrier.  A 
railroad  built  to  haul  logs  out  of  the  forest,  nothing  more 
than  a  logging  railroad  appiu*tenant  to  a  sawmill,  con- 
structed wholly  on  private  grounds,  and  operated  for 
private  purposes,  is  not  a  common  carrier,  charged  with 
all  the  duties  and  responsibilities  incumbent  by  the  laws 

«  Mfgra.  Ry.  Go.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  h  L.  R.  A.  240,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  918. 
8.  Ry.,  28 1.  G.  G.  93.  ^  Sholl  v.  German  Goal  Go.,  118 

••Chicago  k  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  More-  Ul.  427,  10  N.  E.  199,  59  Am.  Rep. 

house,  112  Wis.  1,  87  N.  W.  8M|  M  329. 
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of  the  land  upon  common  carriers.^  Even  such  a  railway 
may  be  a  public  one,  as  a  Minnesota  case  holds:  ''If  all 
the  people  have  the  right  to  use  the  road  it  is  a  public 
use  or  interest  although  the  number  who  have  business 
requiring  its  use  may  be  small."  ^  It  has  been  held  in 
Louisiana  that  ''a  railway,  whose  sole  object  was  to  foster 
the  private  ends  of  two  certain  persons  named,  who 
owned  jointly  two  sugar  plantations,  and  who  wished  to 
transport  the  sugar  cane  grown  on  one  of  the  plantations 
to  the  refinery  situated  on  the  other,  was  not,  ex  necessi- 
tate,  such  a  corporation  for  public  improvement  as  would 
authorize  the  expropriation  of  private  property  for  its  pur- 
poses." ^  And  a  railroad  used  in  transporting  property 
within  a  private  stock-yard  is  not  a  common  carrier/ 

§  192.  Industrial  railways. 

An  added  importance  has  accrued  to  this  subject  be- 
cause of  the  comparatively  recent  invention  of  a  kind 
of  railway  known  as  the  ''industrial"  railway.  This  is 
a  short  line  of  railway,  owned  by  an  industrial  corporation 
or  by  the  owners  of  some  business  enterprise,  and  con- 
necting  the  factory  or  the  place  of  business  with  the  main 
line  of  some  railway.^  It  may  amount  to  no  more  than  a 
short  spur  track;  but  it  is  organized  as  an  independent 
railway  corporation,  and  the  owners  of  the  industrial 
enterprise  are  its  stockholders.  If  such  a  road,  however 
short  it  may  be,  is  actually  operated  independently  with  its 
own  locomotives  and  cars,  it  would  seem  to  be  an  in- 
dependent carrier,  though  it  is  operated  for  the  exclusive 


^  Wade  V.  Lutcher  &  Moore  Lum- 
ber Co.,  74  Fed.  617,  20  C.  C.  A.  615, 
33  L.  R.  A.  255. 

*  Kettle  River  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern 
Ry.,  41  Minn.  461,  43  N.  W.  469, 
6L.R.  A.  111. 

'  WiUiams  v.  Judge  of  Eighteenth 
Judicial  Dist.  Ct.,  45  La.  Ann.  1295, 
14  So.  57. 

« Swift  V.  Ronan,  103  Ul.  App.  476. 
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*Tap  Line  Cases,  23  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  277. 

The  term  "common  carrier"  used 
in  the  Act  means  those  carriers  which 
are  common  carriers  at  common  law, 
and  which  have  complied  with  such 
requirements  as  may  be  imposed  by 
constitutional  or  legislative  author- 
ity. Mfrs.  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M. 
&  &  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  304. 
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benefit  of  the  industrial  enterprise  which  owns  it;  and  this 
is  certainly  the  case  where  it  accepts  such  general  traffic 
along  its  line  as  may  be  offered  to  it.  Of  the  possibilities 
of  the  recognition  of  such  railway  as  carriers  subject  to 
the  Act,  the  Commission  •  quite  early  said,  by  Mr.  Com- 
missioner Prouty:  "The  Illinois  Northern  Railroad  is  a 
conunon  carrier  within  the  first  section  of  the  act  to  regu- 
late commerce.  It  is  incorporated  as  a  railroad  company 
under  the  laws  of  Illinois.  It  actually  owns  and  oper- 
ates a  line  of  railroad.  It  maintains  a  freight  station,  at 
which  it  receives  and  delivers  for  the  general  public  con- 
siderable quantities  of  less  than  carload  freight.  Its 
main  business  is  the  moving  of  loaded  cars  to  and  from 
various  industries  along  its  line,  and  in  this  capacity  it 
serves  more  than  two  hundred  plants,  besides  that  of  the 
International  Harvester  Company.  Manifestly  there  is 
no  reason  in  law  why  this  railroad  may  not  make  joint 
rates,  file  joint  tariffs  and  agree  upon  joint  divisions  as 
other  raibroads  do.  We  are  not  called  upon  to  decide  what 
the  situation  might  be  if  this  road  were  a  private  carrier 
maintaining  switch  tracks  and  switching  cars  to  and  from 
the  McCormick  works  exclusively.  The  mere  fact  that 
this  road  is  to-day  entirely  owned  by  the  largest  individual 
shipper  over  it,  or  that  it  was  originally  organized  and 
buHt  for  the  purpose  of  doing  the  work  of  that  shipper, 
is  not,  in  our  opinion,  controlling  against  the  legality  of 
the  transaction  before  us." 

§  193.  Joint  rates. 

If  such  an  industrial  railway  be  a  common  carrier,  a 
through  rate  may  be  fixed,  originating  at  the  point  of  load- 
ing the  timber,  together  with  a  milling-in-transit  privilege.^ 

*Re  Diyinons  of  Joint  Rates,  10  the  same  as  from  other  shippers. 

I.  C.  C.  Rep.  385.  28  I.  C.  C.  93. 

An  industrial  line,  held  to  be  a  ^Central   Yellow    Pine   Asso.    v. 

common  carrier,  is  thereafter  a  public  Vicksburg,  etc.,  Ry.,  10  Int.  Com. 

agency    which    should    collect    its  Co.  Rep.  193. 
diarge  from  former  owning  industry 
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But  it  is  always  insisted  in  this  regard  that  with  respect 
to  through  transportation,  at  joint  rates,  the  Act  applies 
only  to  common  carriers.^  If^  therefore,  an  industrial  rail- 
way may  properly  be  held  to  be  a  common  carrier,  it  is 
entitled  to  enter  into  through  routes  on  interstate  traffic* 
And,  if  it  be  determined  that  the  railway  is  a  true  common 
carrier,  it  is  as  such  entitled  to  a  division  of  the  through 
rate,  the  fact  that  the  road  is  owned  by  the  largest  in- 
dividual shipper  over  it  being  of  no  consequence  in  this 
connection."  Industrial  lines  controlled  financially  by 
same  persons  who  control  the  industries  which  furnish  the 
bulk  of  their  tonnage  have  repeatedly  been  held  to  be 
common  carriers,  and  entitled  to  divisions.  ^^  And  this  is 
true,  although  the  trackage  was  originally  built  for  the 
purpose  of  doing  the  work  of  a  particular  shipper."  The 
Conmussion  is  not  concerned  with  fact  that  one  shipper 
also  owns  the  mill  in  which  such  shingles  were  produced, 
while  another  shipper  has  purchased  the  same  from  the 
producer.^'  It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  Conmiission 
has  jurisdiction  to  fix  the  maximum  divisions  to  be  al- 
lowed to  industrial  railways.  ^^  But  it  should  be  noted 
that  transportation  allowances  under  section  15  can  only 
be  made  to  ''the  owner  of  property  transported."  "  The 
Conmiission  will  scrutinize  the  situation  to  see  if  favors 
to  a  tap  line  are  being  given,  where  there  is  doubt  as  to 
being  a  common  carrier,  and  whether  contmuance  of  di- 
visions with  it  may  not  be  working  a  discrimination  against 
other  shippers.**  But  whether  a  carrier  may  grant  an 
allowance  to  a  terminal  road  that  is  a  conmion  carrier, 

'  Mfgrs.  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  **  Reconsignment  and  Storage  of 

8.  Ry.,  21 1.  G.  C.  304.  Lumber  and  Shinglea,  27  I.  C.  G. 

•  St.  Louis,  S.  &  P.  R.  R.  V.  P.  &  451. 

P.  V.  Ry.,  226.  "  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  M.,  St.  P.  & 

^  Star  Grain,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Atchison,  S.  S.  M.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  639. 

etc.,  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  338.  »  B.  A  G.  N.  R.  R.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 

"  McQoud  R.  L.  Go.  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  161. 

24  L  C.  G.  89.  M  C.  V.  &  N.  Ry.  Go.  v.  M.,  St.  P. 

»  Crane  R.  R.  Co.  v.  P.  A  R.  Ry.,  A  S.  S.  M.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.,  634. 
15  I.  C.  C.  248. 
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wh3e  denjring  such  allowance  to  a  terminal  road  not  a 
common  carrier,  is  not  altogether  clear.  ^^  It  is,  however, 
well  established  that  common-carrier  industrial  roads  are 
entitled  to  be  parties  to  through  routes.^®  Moreover,  the 
Commission,  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  it  now  possesses, 
will  inquire  whether  the  line  in  question  has  held  itself 
out  as  being  a  carrier  for  the  pubUc.^^  If  former  joint 
arrangements  between  trunk  lines  and  industrial  lines  are 
cancelled,  the  Conmiission  may  require  them  to  be  re- 
stored." The  withdrawal  of  a  joint  rate  which  resulted 
in  advance  may  be  held  not  to  be  justified,  and  the  former 
rate  may  be  restored.*^ 

§  194.  Tap  lines. 

If  the  "industrial  railway"  is  simply  a  "tap  line,"  not 
a  conunon  carrier  operating  a  service  over  its  rails  for 
all  that  apply,  it  cannot  pose  as  an  independent  carrier 
and  demand  the  right  to  enter  into  prorating  arrange- 
ments with  succeeding  carriers.  It  was  pointed  out  in  the 
recent  Tap  Line  cases  ^^  that  whether  a  company  or  person 
claiming  to  be  a  common  carrier  is  a  common  carrier 
at  all  and  for  all  purposes,  is  a  question  of  fact,  and 
whether  the  service  performed  for  a  particular  person  is  a 
service  of  transportation  or  an  industrial  service,  is  also  a 
question  of  fact;  and  that  where  the  holding  out  as  a 
common  carrier  is  in  furtherance  of  a  plan  to  seeing  un- 
lawful advantages,  and  the  alleged  carrier  is  able  to  pick 
up  some  traffic  that  is  incidental  to  that  purpose,  it  must 


^Soft  Coal  Rates  from  Southern 
Ufinw  to  Arkanaas,  26  I.  C.  C.  135. 

>*Tap  Line  Case,  23  I.  C.  C. 
649. 

>*8tonega  C.  &  C.  Co.  v.  L.  k  N. 
Ry.  Co.,  23 1.  C.  C.  17. 

*  Cancellation  of  Joint  Rates  in 
Connection  with  C.  Z.  &  G.  R.  R., 
27 1.  C.  C.  353. 

'^Buffalo  Union  Furnace  Co.  v. 
L.  8.  A  M.  8.  Ry.,  21 1.  C  C.  620. 


"  23  I.  C.  C.  277. 

Incorporation  of  plant  facility,  to 
secure  rebate  in  form  of  divisions  or 
allowances  will  not  avail.  Colonial 
Salt  Co.  V.  M.  I.  &  I.  L.,  23 1.  C.  C.  R. 
358. 

A  railway  operating  a  switching 
service  to  and  from  trunk  lines  may 
be  an  interstate  carrier.  Auton 
Piano  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  St.  P.  Ry., 
152  Wis.  156,  139  N.  W.  743. 
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be  r^arded  simply  as  a  cloak  or  device  to  effect  unlawful 
results.  The  question,  whether  allowances  from  the 
published  rate  made  by  the  roads  west  of  the  Mississippi 
to  logging  roads  or  'Hap  lines/'  as  they  are  called,  owned 
or  controlled  by  the  lumber  mills,  constituted  departures 
from  published  rates  in  violation  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce,  was  presented  for  decision  by  the  Conmiission 
in  the  case  of  The  Central  Yellow  Pine  Association  v. 
The  Vicksburg,  Shreveport  &  Pacific  Railroad,  ^^  and  it 
was  held,  that  the  published  rate  must  be  strictly  ob- 
served; that  the  defendants  were  not  authorized  under 
the  law  "to  grant  a  division  of  the  rate  to  the  owner  of  a 
lumber  mill  as  compensation  to  him  for  the  cost  of  bring- 
ing his  logs  to  the  mill  by  steam  railroad,  horse  railroad, 
wagon,  or  any  other  means  of  conveyance;"  and  that  a 
common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce  can  "allow  a  division  of  rates  only  to 
another  conmion  carrier  which,  participating  in  the  par- 
ticular traffic  to  which  the  rate  is  applied,  is  also  svbjecl 
to  those  provisions. ^^ 

§  196.  Plant  facilities. 

If  the  railway  performs  no  part  of  the  through  haul, 
as  even  the  tap  lines  do,  it  is  merely  an  integral  part  of 
the  industry,  doing  the  shipper's  work  exclusively,  and  no 
payment  may  lawfully  be  made.  This  seems  clear,  for  a 
carrier  cannot  pay  the  cost  of  carriage  from  a  point  off 
its  line  to  a  point  on  its  line  either  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  business  that  otherwise  it  would  not  get,  or  for 
the  sake  of  developing  new  territory.  The  Conmiission 
has  long  been  wrestling  with  the  problem  of  whether  in  a 
given  case  there  is  a  tap  line  or  a  plant  facility.  ^^    Following 

^  10  I.  C.  C.  193.  which   does  nothing  but   transport 

A  water  carrier,  owned  by  shipper  lumber  of  its  owners  will  be  forbidden, 

is  not  entitled  to  through  routes  and  Star  Grain  &  L.  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 

joint  rates,  though  incorporated  as  a  S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  338. 
common  carrier.    Gulf  Coast  Navi-         '*  Storega  C.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Louisvilie 

gation  Co.  v.  K.  C.  S.  Ry.,  19 1.  C.  C.  &  N.  R.  R.,  23 1.  C.  C.  17. 
R.  544.    And  divisions  with  a  tap  line 
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the  teBts  suggested  above,  it  has  held  certain  tap  lines  not 
to  be  eommon  carriers  at  all,  but  merely  plant  facilities.'^ 
It  has  insisted  recently  that  incorporation  by  an  indus- 
try of  a  railroad  company  to  operate  its  plant  tracks 
does  not  give  carriers  a  legal  basis  for  relieving  the  in- 
dustry of  the  cost  of  operating  that  part  of  its  plant 
facilities,  by  division  out  of  the  rates  of  the  trunk  line 
carriers.^  In  other  words,  all  allowances  to  plant  facilities 
it  tends  to  regard  as  illegitimate.^  It  makes  no  differ- 
ence what  form  those  take,  a  plant  facility  cannot  have 
allowance  for  such  service.^  Thus  the  Commission  has 
held  payment  of  allowances  or  division  to  a  boat  line,  which 
is  a  mere  plant  facility,  to  be  an  unlawful  rebate.^  And, 
of  course,  it  will  not  permit  a  division  of  a  through  rate 
with  such  services,  used  simply  as  a  device  to  evade  the 
law.*^  And  if  a  tap  line  is  found  to  be  a  plant  facility 
of  its  proprietary  lumber  company,  it  will  support  a 
cancellation  of  joint  rates  previously  in  force.**  It  should 
be  noted  that  the  Commission  cannot  compel  a  trunk  line 
to  make  allowance  to  an  industry  under  section  15  for  serv- 
ices rendered  by  industrial  lines. *^  Indeed,  if  it  is  a  mere 
plant  facility  the  carrier  will  not  be  permitted  to  make 
any  allowance  for  the  use  of  a  switch.** 


§  196.  Line  haul. 

Ever  since  the  introduction  of  the  industrial  spur,  it  has 
been  the  common  practice  in  this  country,  and  the  law 
taken  more  or  less  for  granted,  that  the  transportation  of 
carloads  under  the  through  rate  began  with  picking  up 
the  loaded  car  on  the  spur  track  of  the  shipper,  and  ended 

»  Tap  line  Case,  23 1.  C  C.  R.  277.  »  Gottron  Bpob.  v.  G.  &  W.  R.  R., 

»  MfgTB.  Ry.  Co.  V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  28 1.  C.  G.  38. 

S.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  93.  "Joint   Rates   with   Washington 

'Star  Gfain  A  L.  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  Western  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C  630. 

8.  F.  Ry.,  17 1.  C.  C.  338.  '*  Absorption  of  Switching  Qiaiges 

» Crane  lion  Works  v.   Central  at  St.  Louis,  32 1.  C.  C.  100. 

R. R. of  N.  J.,  17 L  C.  C.  514.  "Re   Munde  A  W.  R.   R.,  30 

•CQkxualSaltCo.y.  M.  I.  A  I.  L.,  I.  C.  C.  434. 
23  I.  C.  R.  C.  358. 
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when  spotted  at  the  point  designated  for  unloading  on  the 
spur  track  of  the  consignee.  Such  was  until  recently 
clearly  enough  the  position  of  the  Commission,  and  the 
courts  have  always  upheld  rulings  based  upon  this  theory. 
The  Los  Angeles  Switching  cases  **  in  which  the  Supreme 
Court  handed  down  the  latest  opinion  on  these  points  is 
ample  evidence  of  this  attitude.  In  the  meantime  in  the 
Clearfield  Coal  District  cases, '^  the  Supreme  Court  had 
held  that  switching  movements  over  industrial  tracks  may 
well  be  part  of  transportation,  if  the  rate  applies  to  the 
district,  and  that  consequently  making  an  allowance  to  the 
coal  companies  for  performing  this  part  of  the  transporta- 
tion was  not  discrimination  in  the  eye  of  the  Act.  The 
determination  that  the  service  performed  in  switching  cars 
to  and  from  the  line  is  a  service  performed  by  the  shipper 
in  connection  with  transportation,  depends  on  two  ques- 
tions. First,  what  are  the  limits  of  the  line  carrier's 
transportation  service?  If  the  basis  upon  which  the 
railroad  is  professing  to  serve  extends  up  to  the  door  of  the 
proprietary  works,  when  a  shipment  starts  to  move  from 
that  point,  it  may  be  said  that  the  carrier's  obligation  as 
such  has  begun.  Second,  is  the  line  carrier  permitting  the 
shipper  to  perform  a  part  of  this  service  that  otherwise  it 
would  be  obliged  to  do?  If  so,  a  fair  allowance  may  be 
made  in  accordance  with  section  16  of  the  Act. 

§  197.  Intermingled  service. 

If  any  summary  of  the  situation  as  at  present  existing 
should  be  attempted,  it  must  be  realized  that,  in  the  way 

**  Interstate   Commerce   Commis-  tion  thereof  in  32  I.  C.  C.  129,  is  to 

sion  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  234  be  noted. 
U.  S.  294,  34  Sup.  Ct.  291.  Indeed  since  these  decisions  the 

^  Mitchell  Goal  Co.  v.  Pa.  Ry.,  Commission  has  entered  a  final  order 

230  U.  S.  247,  33  Sup.  Ct.  916.  in  the  Tap  Line  Cases,  31  I.  C.  C. 

The  sweeping  ruling  in  the  Indus-  490,  fixing  allowances  for  all  switch- 
trial  Railways  Case,  29  I.  C.  C.  212,  ing  services  upon  a  duly  graduated 
against  allowances  for  switching  was  scale  proportional  to  the  service 
handed  down  previously  to  the  Su-  rendered;  see  also  the  Birmingham 
preme  Court  cases  governing  this  So.  Ry.  Case,  32 1.  C.  C  110. 
matter  cited  above;  and  the  modifica- 
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the  Cominission  has  latterly  been  inclined  to  view  the 
problem  of  the  industrial  railways,  the  services  rendered  by 
industrial  railways  to  their  proprietary  industries  may  be 
any  or  all  of  three  very  different  kinds:  1.  The  industrial 
railway  may  be  a  true  common  carrier,  and  thus  be  in  the 
position  of  the  initial  or  ultimate  carrier  as  to  the  shipper 
industry;  but  unless  the  industrial  railway  is  a  true  com- 
mon carrier  no  division  of  a  through  rate  jointly  estab- 
lished can  be  made.     2.  The  shipper  owning  a  tap  line 
with  the  permission  of  the  carrier  may  perform  part  of 
the  service  that  it  would  otherwise  be  the  line  carrier's 
duty  to  transport.    3.  The  character  of  the  trackage  may 
be  exclusively  that  of  a  plant  facility;  it  may  be  merely 
part  of  the  appliances  and  equipment  of  the  plant,  engaged 
in  carrying  the  raw  material  in  process  of  manufacture 
from  building  to  building,  or  from  the  plant  to  the  line 
carrier,  thus  performing  services  that  the  carrier  is  not 
undertaking  to  do,  any  more  than  if  the  carriage  were 
by   dray.^     Of  course  in   the  matter  of  allowances  or 
divisions,  if  so  large  an  amount  is  paid  as  to  amount  to  a 
rebate,  or  if  allowances  are  made  to  some  and  not  to  others 
so  that  there  is  a  discrimination,  the  Commission  theoretic- 
ally has  ample  power.    Where  the  line  carrier  makes  only 
proper  payments  to  these  industrial  railways  for  services 
rendered,  no  objection  may  be  interposed,  provided  the 
service  is  one  which  the  line  carrier  is  bound  by  its  under- 
taking of  transportation   to   render.'^     If   the  industrial 
railway  were  performing  one  and  only  one  of  the  three 
services  outlined  above,   the  problem  would  be  a  com- 
paratively simple  one.    However,  such  is  not  usually  the 


**  In  the  Tap  Line  Cases  it  was 
held  that  it  was  an  arbitrary  exercise 
of  power  for  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  to  determine  the  nature 
of  the  service  performed  by  an  indus- 
trial railway  merely  by  ascertaining 
whether  or  not  the  work  was  done 


for  the  proprietary  industry.     234 
U.  S.  29,  34  Sup.  Ct.  741. 

"  In  the  Butler  County  Railroad 
Case  it  was  held  that  a  proprietary 
tap  line  if  a  common  carrier  was  as 
much  entitled  to  a  division  of  the 
through  rate  as  any  carrier  subject  to 
the  Act,  234  U.  S.  29, 34  Sup.  Ct.  748. 
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case.  The  carrier  is  found  to  be  performing  at  least  two 
of  these  services,  and  not  only  for  the  proprietary  indus- 
try, but  for  others.  Thus  the  line  of  d^narcation  between 
the  services  it  is  rendering  for  which  the  line  cSurier  should 
pay,  and  those  which  are  purely  shippers'  services  becomes 
difficult  and  at  times  impossible  to  define.  And  it  may  be 
that  the  problem  can  never  be  handled  with  complete 
satisfaction  until  an  absolute  severance  of  these  services  is 
enforced. 

Tojnc  D.  Public  DvJty 

§  198.  Public  obligation  the  fundamental  princq»le. 

From  the  very  beginning  of  our  law,  as  has  been  seen, 
it  has  been  recognized  that  some  kinds  of  business  were  of 
special  importance  to  the  public,  and  that  all  persons 
engaged  in  such  business  owed  the  public  peculiar  duties. 
No  one  could  be  compelled  to  enter  upon  the  employ- 
ment; but  if  he  chose  to  do  so,  he  thereby  undertook  the 
performance  of  the  public  duties  connected  with  it.  The 
property  which  he  devoted  to  the  public  employment  was 
held  to  be  affected  with  a  public  interest,  ceasing  to  be 
juria  privaH  only,  as  Lord  Hale  said  so  long  ago.  Plainly 
this  is  more  true  to-day  than  ever  before;  for  the  over- 
shadowing unportance  of  the  pubUc  services  in  our  modem 
life  must  be  obvious  to  all.  But  the  extent  to  which  the 
primary  duty  of  public  service  may  go  is  just  beginning  to 
be  appreciated.  The  duty  placed  upon  every  one  exer- 
cising a  public  calling  is  primarily  a  duty  to  serve  every 
man  who  is  a  member  of  his  public.'®  Implicit  in  this 
primpjy  duty,  necessarily  involved  in  its  full  performance 
are  various  requirements.  Not  only  must  all  be  served, 
they  must  have  adequate  service;  not  only  must  they  not 
be  charged  extortionate  rates,  but  there  must  be  no  dis- 
crimination practiced.     In  such  an  elaborated  statement 

^  The  raib  of  a  comtxran  carrier     Bureau  v.  C,  C.  C.  &  St  L.  Ry«,  26 
constitute   the   public    highway  of     I.  C.  Ci  63. 
modem  times.    Indianapolis  Freight 
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there  is  no  more  than  the  plain  recital  of  the  present 
reeognition  of  different  aspects  of  public  duty.  The  duty 
to  serve  the  pubUc  is  the  fundamental  principle  from  which 
all  the  rules  of  public  service  may  be  derived.**  In  a  true 
sense^  therefore,  the  law  governing  pubUc  service  is  an 
entirety. 

§  199.  Nature  of  the  public  duty. 

The  fundamental  fact  in  pubUc  employment  is  the 
pubUc  duty  which  results  in  all  cases  from  public  profes- 
sion of  a  public  calling.^  It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  place 
this  exceptional  duty  in  our  legal  system.  It  is  like  the 
contractual  obUgation  in  that  it  is  an  affirmative  duty  to 
act  for  a  certain  person;  but  it  is  different  in  that  it  does 
not  depend  upon  assent  of  the  party  charged.  It  is  like 
the  obligation  in  tort  in  that  it  is  imposed  by  law;  but  it  is 
not  imposed  upon  anyone  against  his  will  as  is  the  obUga- 
tion in  tort.  In  one  sense  the  obligation  to  serve  the  pub- 
lic is  voluntarily  assumed;  and  therein  the  pubUc  duty  to 
act  differs  from  the  typical  duty  not  to  commit  a  tort, 
which  each  person  without  his  ever  being  consulted  owes 
to  all  the  world.  And  yet  once  this  obligation  is  estab- 
lished by  his  undertaking;  his  duty  extends  to  all  within 
the  profession,  however  unwilling  he  may  be  in  a  particular 
case  to  render  service.  Public  duty  is  in  this  sense  im- 
pooed  by  law  upon  those  who  put  themselves  into  pubUc 
service;  and  therein  very  plainly  the  situation  differs  from 
the  typical  contractual  duty  which  one  owes  only  in 
particular  cases  to  the  persons  with  whom  he  has  volun- 
tarily negotiated  a  previous  agreement.  If  one  may  thus 
employ  the  two  traditional  phrases,  the  duty  is  absolute 

"Being  a  common   carrier  is  a  ^ Every  common  cairier  owes  a 

status  ensiing  as  a  matter  of  fact;  duty  to  the  entire  public,  and  each 

bat  tKe  CommisBion  can  decide  by  owes  a  duty  to  serve  the  oommuni- 

the  teste  aooepted  in  law  whether  ties  which  it  reaches  with  its  lines. 

or  not  the  condition  exists.    Cancel*  Aransas  Pass  C.  &  D.  Co.  v.  0.  H.  & 

lation  oC  Joint  Rates  on  C.  Z.  A  G.  S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  403. 
R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  353. 
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rather  than  relative.  For  it  is  a  duty  imposed  by  law 
regardless  of  dissent  in  particular  instances,  not  one  for 
which  the  actual  assent  of  the  person  obliged  is  necessary 
in  every  case.'*^  And  yet  it  must  be  obvious  that  in  public 
obligation  we  have  an  intermediate  case  in  many  respects. 
It  is  like  a  status  which  one  is  under  no  obligation  to 
enter  except  by  his  own  free  will;  but,  once  having  com- 
mitted himself  to  it,  the  duties  pertaining  to  that  status 
are  devolved  upon  him  by  operation  of  law  regardless  of 
his  own  wishes.  However,  he  is  committed  to  it  no  fur- 
ther than  the  peculiar  law  governing  the  situation  requires. 

§  200.  Limitations  upon  the  profession. 

Public  profession  not  only  establishes  public  obligation, 
but  it  largely  determines  the  extent  of  the  public  duty. 
Just  as  people  cannot  be  forced  to  serve  unless  they  have 
made  public  profession,  so  they  cannot  be  forced  to  serve 
beyond  what  their  profession  covers.  There  is  some 
authority  in  the  English  cases  for  the  proposition  that  a 
carrier  may  limit  his  undertaking  not  only  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  goods  carried,  but  also  as  to  the  points 
between  which  he  will  carry  certain  goods;  so  that,  for 
instance,  a  railway  having  established  three  stations,  and 
being  a  carrier  of  both  coal  and  iron,  might  be  a  common 
carrier  of  iron  between  stations  1  and  2  only,  and  of  coal 
between  stations  2  and  3  only,  refusing  to  receive  for 
carriage  iron  at  station  3  and  coal  at  station  1.  "He  may 
limit  his  obligation  to  carrying  from  one  place  to  another, 
as  from  Manchester  to  London,  and  then  he  would  not 
be  bound  to  carry  to  or  from  the  intermediate  places."  ** 

^^  The  obligation  of  the  common  ^'  Johnson  v.  Midland  Ry.,  4  Exch. 

carrier  to  serve  is  a  broad  one,  and  367. 

cannot  always  be  performed  on  that  Railroads  should  not  be  allowed  to 

basis  which  is  most   advantageous  so  divide  and  diversify  themjselves 

to  the  carrier.    Rates  from  Walsen-  by  contract  and  traffic  agreements  as 

burg    Coal    Field,    26    I.    C.    C.  to  work  a  practical  discrimination. 

85.  Cedar  Hill  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 

A  8.  F.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  73. 
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This  is  brought  out,  although  in  too  extreme  a  form,  by 
the  way  in  which  the  question  was  introduced  to  the  jury 
by  a  federal  judge,  in  a  recent  case.*'  "The  questions 
put,  therefore,  resolve  themselves  into  this:  Who  shall 
have  control  of  the  operation  of  the  road, — the  company 
or  its  customers?  Who  shall  determine  what  the  railroad 
will  transport, — the  company  or  the  shippers?  Who  shall 
say  to  what  points  the  company  will  transport  goods, — 
the  company  or  its  customers?  Who  shall  say  what  the 
means  and  methods  of  transportation  shall  be, — ^the 
company  or  its  customers?  In  short,  who  shall  determine 
what  the  business  of  the  company  shall  be  and  how  it 
shall  be  carried  on?  Solved  by  the  principle  of  the  com- 
mon law  and  common  sense,  it  must  be  the  company,  as 
all  will  agree  that  no  railroad  could  be  operated  at  all  by 
those  who  patronize  it." 


§  201.  Public  duty  the  basis. 

The  fundamental  duty  in  public  employment  is  to  serve 
all  who  apply;  and  this  duty  has  important  consequences. 
Therein  public  employment  differs  altogether  from  private 
business;  and  while  it  is  true  that  a  man  in  ordinary 
business  must  be  permitted  to  manage  his  own  affairs  in 
his  own  way,  the  argument  is  not  applicable  to  public 
callings.**  The  State  may,  for  instance,  dictate  the  price 
at  which  a  common  carrier  must  serve,  because  the  law 
requires  the  carrier  to  serve  the  public  properly.  It  would 
be  idle  to  lay  upon  the  common  carrier  the  duty  to  serve 
all  who  apply  and  at  the  same  time  permit  that  carrier 
to  charge  any  extortionate  rate  that  it  might  be  his  fancy 


«  Harp  V.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  Ry., 
118  Fed.  169. 

Rails  ol  an  interstate  carrier  must 
be  open  from  one  end  to  the  other 
with  no  restriction  whatever  except 
such  as  natmrally  flows  from  the 
light  of  the  carrier  to  demand  and 
reoetve  a  reasonable  compensation 


for  each  particular  service  of  trans- 
portation. Rates  on  Plaster  and 
Gypsum  Rock,  27  I.  C.  C.  76. 

^^  Equality  of  opportunity  in  the 
use  of  transportation  facilities.  In 
Re  Wharfage  Charges  at  Galveston, 
23  I.  C.  C.  535. 
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to  fix.  To  establish  the  right  to  regulate  rates,  and  the 
other  rights  of  the  public  to  regulate  the  business  of 
common  carrier  it  is  necessary  to  show  only  the  duty  of 
the  carrier  to  serve  all  who  apply.  ^^  Although  it  is  com- 
monly said  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a  public  service  com- 
pany to  serve  all,  that  is  a  statement  of  a  principle,  not  of 
a  rule  of  law.  The  fact  is  that  there  are  many  conditions 
precedent  to  the  obligation  of  a  particular  public  service 
company  to  serve  a  particular  applicant.  Those  who  wish 
service  must  put  themselves  in  a  proper  position  to  de- 
mand service;  until  this  condition  precedent  is  performed 
there  is  no  obligation  to  serve.  Moreover,  in  connection 
with  such  proper  application  there  must  be  tender  of 
adequate  compensation;  for  clearly  a  public  service  com- 
pany is  not  obliged  to  serve  otherwise. 

§  202.  Extent  of  the  carrier's  route. 

A  carrier  cannot  be  compelled  to  receive  goods,  still  less 
to  send  and  get  goods,  at  a  point  off  his  line.  Upon  this 
general  theory  a  railroad's  obligation  to  receive  freight 
is  for  transportation  over  its  own  route  only.  The  fact 
that  it  has  connections  with  other  routes  makes  no  differ- 
ence; it  is  not  boimd  to  provide  any  other  mode  of  trans- 
portation than  its  own.  Therefore,  it  need  not  furnish 
means  to  carry  merchandise  over  other  routes;  ^  and 
certainly  it  need  not  send  cars  to  fetch  freight  from  other 
routes.  Thus  it  need  not  even  provide  equipment  for 
taking  freight  from  the  sidings  of  other  railways  very 
near  to  its  route  but  not  really  upon  it.^^  Although  the 
Commission  recognizes,  as  it  must,  that  fundamentally 
a  carrier  need  not  take  any  thought  of  service  to  points 
off  its  own  rails,  ^  it  has  been  obliged  to  point  out  again 

^*  In  sections  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5  is  the  Morton,  61  Ind.  539,  28  Am.  Rep. 

substantive  law  and  machinery  for  682. 

public  regulation  of  interstate  car-  ^  Ho3rt  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R., 

riers.     Commutation  Rate  Case,  21  93  111.  601. 

I.  C.  C.  R.  428.  «  Laning-Harris  Coal  A  Grain  Co. 

•Pittsburg,  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.  v.  v. A., T. & 8. F. R. Co.,  12 1. C. C. 47«L 
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and  again  that  if  a  carrier  enters  into  through  arrange- 
ments with  other  roads  it  may  be  involved  in  service  to 
points  beyond  its  own  lines.  It  is  not  essential  that  a 
carrier  actually  reach  a  point  to  engage  in  its  traffic  to 
discrijnmate  against  it.^  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that 
while  a  railroad  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  and  agree 
to  carry  goods  to  points  beyond  its  line,  yet  it  might  do 
so.  If  the  carrier  contracts  to  convey  beyond  its  line,  it 
would  be  liable  as  a  common  carrier  for  the  whole  distauce. 

§  208.  Scope  of  the  service. 

A  railroad  company  is  bound  to  take  goods  only  of  the 
class  which  it  has  undertaken  to  carry,  but  it  is  obliged 
to  take  all  freight  similar  in  character  to  what  it  has  made 
a  practice  of  handling.  Thus  a  railroad  need  not  handle 
special  trains  for  the  service  of  construction  gangs;  and  so 
can  make  such  terms  as  it  pleases.  But  a  steamship 
line  carrying  general  freight  cannot  refuse  to  handle 
lumber,  or  even  to  postpone  it  for  other  more  profitable 
freight.^  And  generally  speaking  what  a  railroad  handles 
for  some  shippers  it  must  take  for  others  without  dis- 
crimination. In  accordance  with  these  principles  the  Com- 
mission has  often  supported  special  limitations  upon  the 
receipt  of  particular  articles.  Thus  a  rule  excluding  bom 
transportation  benzine,  gasoline,  and  naphtha  when  con- 
tained in  wooden  barrels  was  not  held  unjust.  And  there 
are  rulings  of  the  Commission  to  the  effect  that  a  common 
carrier  may  limit  the  character  of  the  commodities  it 
wishes  to  transport,  if  altogether  different  from  the  sort 
of  thing  the  carrier  would  normally  deal  with.^^    Of  course. 


*  Lagrange  Chamber  of  Ck>0iinerce 
V.  A.  A  W.  P.  R.  R.  CJo.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
178. 

<*8ee  particularly  Mclntoeh  v. 
Oregon  Ry.  ^  Nav.  Co.,  17  Idaho, 
100,  105  Pac.  66;  Ocean  S.  S.  Co.  v. 
Savannah  L.  W.  A  S.  Co.  (Ga.),  63 
8.  E.  A77,  20  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  867; 
SantA  Fe  P.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Grant 


Bros.  C.  Co.  (Aria.),  108  Pac.  467; 
and  Memphis  News  Co.  v.  Southern 
Ry.  Co.,  110  Tenn.  684,  75  S.  W. 
941,  63  L.  R.  A.  150. 

*'  See  particularly  Red  C.  Oil  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  A.  &  V.  R.  R.,  21 1.  C.  C.  642; 
Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  B.  R.  R., 
24  I.  C.  C.  179;  In  re  Exprew  Rates, 
24 1.  C.  C.  380,  and  id.  28 1.  C.  C.  316. 
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a  carrier  may  require  that  packages  contaimng  fragile 
articles  or  contained  in  glass  must  be  plainly  marked  to 
indicate  contents.  And  where  the  shipper  refused  to  state, 
as  required  by  tariflF,  the  market  value  of  shipment  of 
stocks  and  bonds,  the  carrier  was  under  no  obligation 
to  transport  such  securities,  and  it  was  its  duty  to  refuse 
the  shipment. 

§  204.  Carriage  of  live  stock. 

Another  prominent  matter  in  the  topic  under  discus- 
sion is  the  carriage  of  live  stock.  The  carriage  of  live 
stock  was  not  ordinarily  within  the  profession  of  the 
early  carriers  as  they  had  no  vehicles  large  enough  for 
such  carriage.  Therefore  when  the  railways  came  in,  it 
was  doubted  in  England  whether  their  carriage  could  be 
obUgatory  unless  express  undertaking  with  respect  to 
them  could  be  found;  and  in  one  American  jurisdiction, 
Michigan,  it  was  decided  that  this  special  profession  was 
necessary.  But  this  is  not  the  sort  of  reasoning  that 
appeals  to  American  courts,  and  it  is  now  almost  imiver- 
sally  agreed  that  Uve  stock  constitutes  one  of  the  many 
classes  of  goods  which  the  modem  railway  undertakes  to 
carry  for  the  pubUc  generally  and  that  the  railway  is 
therefore  a  common  carrier  of  Uve  stock  in  its  freight 
trains.  This  was  strongly  stated  in  an  early  Kansas  case,^^ 
in  which  the  usual  functions  of  the  modem  railway  are 
thus  described:  ^'It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  they 
were  created  for  the  mere  piu*pose  of  taking  the  place  of 
pack-horses,  or  clumsy  wagons,  often  drawn  by  oxen  or 
such  other  primitive  means  of  carriage  amd  transportation 
as  were  used  in  England  prior  to  1607.  Railroads  are  im- 
doubtedly  created  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  all  kinds  of 
property  which  the  common  law  would  have  permitted 
to  be  carried  by  common  carriers  in  any  mode,  either  by 

*>The  quotation  which  follows  is  NicholSi  9  Kaos.  235,  12  Am.  Rep^ 
from   Kansas   Pacific   Ry.    Co.    v.      494. 
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land  or  water,  which  probably  includes  all  kinds  of  per- 
sonal property.  ^^ 

§  206.  Carriage  of  rolling  stock. 

This  general  principle  that  the  railways  generally  must 
accept  for  transportation  every  kind  of  freight  in  every 
form  that  is  appropriate  for  transportation  is  weU  brought 
out  by  the  case  of  rolling  stock  offered  for  transportation 
as  freight.  As  is  said  by  a  Canadian  court  ^^  such  trans- 
portation comes  within  the  general  profession  of  the  rail- 
roads which  "hold  themselves  out  as  carriers  of  all  de- 
scriptions of  property  capable  of  being  reasonably  and  con- 
veniently transported  over  rails  by  a  locomotive  engine, 
to  the  extent  to  which  they  have  the  means  and  accommo- 
dations." Although  the  Commission  realizes  that  carriers 
may  refuse  to  carry  certain  classes  of  private  equipment, 
it  holds  that  if  they  do  so  they  may  not  discriminate 
between  private  cars  owned  by  different  persons.  ^^  And, 
indeed,  it  has  little  doubt  as  to  its  power  to  regulate  rates 
upon  the  movement  of  cars  offered  to  transportation. 

§  206.  Profession  limited  to  car  service. 

To  go  to  the  other  extreme  of  this  problem,  there  is 
the  railway  service  which  the  terminal  railway  provides. 
These  railways  not  only  undertake  the  carriage  of  freight 
exclusively,  but  often  will  only  take  that  when  offered 
in  loaded  cars.  The  profession  of  such  a  road,  indeed,  is 
exclusively  to  transfer  loaded  cars  to  and  from  railway 
systems.  In  recognizing  this  situation  the  Illinois  court  ^ 
said:  "Nor  do  we  see  anything  in  the  objection  that  the 
business  of  the  company  is  to  be  limited  to  the  carrymg 
of  freight  offered  in  cars  only.  Every  common  carrier 
has  the  right  to  determine  what  particular  line  of  business 

■*  See  Interstate  Stockyards  Co.  v.  **  Chappelle  v.    Louisville  &   N. 

Indianapolis  Ry.  Ck>.,  99  Fed.  472.  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  456. 

« Greene  v.  St.  John  k  M.  Ry.,         »•  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  East  St. 

22  N.  B.  (P.  &  T.)  252.  Louis  Union  Ry.,  107  Ul.  450,  458. 
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he  will  follow.  If  he  elects  to  cany  freight  only,  he  will 
be  under  no  obligations  to  carry  passengers,  and  mce 
versa.  3o  if  he  holds  himself  out  as  a  carrier  of  a  particu- 
lar kind  of  freight,  or  of  fright  generally,  prepared  for 
carriage  in  a  particular  way,  he  will  only  be  bound  to 
carry  to  the  extent  and  in  the  manner  proposed.  He  will 
nevertheless  be  a  common  carrier."  And  it  has  recently 
been  held  in  the  federal  courts,  in  dealing  with  the  extent 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  under  the  Act, 
that  loaded  cars,  as  well  as  other  property,  may  be  the 
matter  of  carriage  by  a  common  carrier.*^ 

§  207.  Special  trains. 

Where  cars  loaded  with  freight  are  to  be  hauled  in  a 
special  train  at  special  times,  not  on  the  regular  schedule, 
and  by  a  special  arrangement,  the  railroad  company  in 
so  hauling  the  cars  is  not  a  common  carrier.  This  ar- 
rangement is  commonly  made  between  the  owner  of  a 
circus  and  the  railroad  which  transmits  the  establishment 
from  one  place  of  exhibition  to  another.  The  circus  is 
transmitted  in  a  special  train,  made  up  exclusively  of  the 
circus  cars,  on  a  special  schedule  of  time,  and  for  a  price 
less  than  the  regular  rates;  and  the  owner  furnishes  men 
to  load  and  unload.  For  such  transportation  the  railroad 
is  not  responsible  as  a  common  carrier.**  "The  trains 
were  to  be  made  up  entirely  of  cars  which  belonged  to 
plaintiff  and  which  the  defendant  neither  loaded  nor  pre- 
pared, and  into  the  arrangement  of  which,  and  the  stowing 
and  placing  of  their  contents  defendant  had  no  power  to 
meddle.  The  cars  contained  horses  which  were  entirely 
under  control  of  plamtiff,  and  which  under  any  circum- 
stances may  involve  special  risks.  They  contained  an 
elephant,    which    might    very    easily    involve    difficulty, 

"  U.  S.  V.  Union  S.  &  T.  CJo.,  192  111,  22  N.  W.  216,  66  Am.  Rep.  374. 

Fed.  330.  Haulage  serviee  was  disQuned  ia 

**  The  quotation  is  from  Ck>up  v.  Wharton  Steel  Go.  v.  D.,  L.  4c  W.  R. 

Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ry.,  66  Mich.  R.  Co.,  26 1.  C.  C.  303. 
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especially  in  case  of  accident.  They  contained  wild 
animals  which  defendant's  men  could  not  handle,  and 
which  might  also  become  troublesome  and  dangerous. 
It  has  always  been  held  that  it  is  not  incumbent  on  car- 
riers to  assume  the  burden  and  risks  of  such  carriage/'  ^ 

§  208.  Forwarders  offering  consolidated  shipments. 

The  Commission  has  long  maintained  that  the  Act 
does  not  justify  the  classification  of  shippers  with  regard 
to  their  interest  in  property  shipped.  A  carrier,  it  has  said, 
may  not  properly  look  beyond  the  transportation  to  the 
ownership  of  the  shipment  as  a  basis  for  determining 
the  applicability  of  its  rates.^  Its  doctrine  has  been  that 
where  shipments  belonging  to,  and  ultimately  intended 
for,  various  consignees  have  been  united  in  a  bulked  ship- 
ment from  one  consignor  to  one  consignee,  it  is  unlawful 
for  the  carrier  to  refuse  to  apply  the  rate  applicable  upon 
the  shipment  as  a  whole  and  to  insist  .upon  making  a 
separate  charge  upon  the  package  or  packages  intended 
for  .each  ultimate  consignee.*^  However  as  a  matter  of 
the  machinery  of  transportation,  naming  one  consignee 
for  consolidated  shipments  may  be  required.^^  And  the 
Commission  has  approved  various  rules  applying  to  rates  on 
shipm^its  consolidated  or  bulked  by  agents.^'  The  federal 
courts  at  one  time  had  apparently  taken  a  different  atti- 
tude, conceding  that  the  carrier  had  a  right  to  protect 
itself  from  competitors  in  its  own  line,  thus  utilizing  its 
facilities.*^    But  it  has  recently  been  settled  by  the  Su- 


<*Clough  V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry. 
Co.,  156  Fed.  81,  86  C.  C.  A.  1,  11 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  446. 

In  one  proomding  reparatioii  was 
denied,  aince  the  shipment  in  question 
msB  toe  long  to  be  loaded  through 
the  side  door  of  a  box  car.  Jones  ▼. 
SotttlMm  Ry.,  18 1.  C.  G.  160. 

^  California  Com.  Amfn  ▼.  W.,  F. 
4  Qk,  U  L  O.  C.  ^^2.    See  also  Ex- 


port Shipping  Co.  v.  W.  R.  R.,  14 
I.  C.  C.  437. 

*^  Cahfomia  Com.  Aaso.  v.  W.,  F. 
A  Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  300. 

"  Dcivies  V.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C. 
C.  R.  3  (4)  682>i  918. 

«*  Western  Classification  Cast,  26 
I.  C.  C.  442. 

MLundquist  v.  Grand  Trunk  W. 
Ry.,  121  Fed.  916.  See  also  Johnson  v. 
Dominion  Exp.  Co.,  28  Ont.  R^.  203. 

[173] 


§  209  ]  Railroad  Ratb  Regulation 

preme  Court  that  a  carrier  cannot,  when  goods  are  tendered 
to  it  for  transportation,  make  the  mere  ownership  of  the 
goods  the  test  of  the  duty  to  carry,  and  in  eflfect  discrimi- 
nate in  fixing  the  charge  for  carriage,  not  upon  any  differ- 
ence inhering  in  the  goods  or  in  the  cost  of  the  service 
rendered  in  transporting  them,  but  upon  the  mere  cir- 
cumstances that  the  shipper  is  or  is  not  the  real  owner 
of  the  goods.®^ 

§  209.  The  problem  of  dependent  service. 

A  special  problem  under  the  general  head  of  the  true 
extent  of  public  duty  is  whether,  in  dealing  with  dependent 
services,  those  who  conduct  the  principal  service  can  make 
such  arrangements  as  they  please  with  those  who  apply 
for  such  special  privileges,  or  whether  there  is  a  pubUc 
duty  in  the  premises,  requiring  that  equal  facilities  shall 
be  granted.  In  the  first  place  it  is  plain  that  there  is  no 
direct  duty  owed  by  the  management  of  the  principal 
service  to  those  who  conduct  these  dependent  services. 
The  railroad  company  surely  owes  no  duty  to  hackmen 
who  would  ply  their  trade  upon  station  premises,  its  sole 
duty  is  to  its  passengers.**  On  the  other  hand,  that  there 
is  some  pubhc  duty  in  the  premises  is  plain.  In  the  case 
of  the  express  service  the  modem  railroad  owes  a  duty  of 
some  sort  in  respect  to  the  transportation  of  small  and 
valuable  parcels  safely  and  quickly.*^  Even  when  it  is 
once  established  that  there  is  a  pubhc  duty  toward  their 
own  patrons  in  respect  to  the  subordinate  service  involved, 
there  remains  the  conflict  of  authority  as  to  the  extent 
to  which  this  duty  goes.  According  to  the  conservative 
view,  the  principal  company  fulfills  its  duty  by  making 
provision  for  the  service  desired.    Thus  a  railroad  by  many 

**  Interstate  Com.  Comm.  v.  D.,  L.  the   TCngl^h   act   to   the  same  ef- 

&  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  235,  55  feet. 

L.  ed.  48,  31  Sup.  Ct.  392,  relying  wHot  Springs  v.  Curry,  64  Ark. 

upon   such   cases  as  Baxendale   v.  152,  41  S.  W.  55. 

So.  W.  Ry.,  35  L.  J.  Exch.  (N.  S.)  «  Sanford  v.  Catawissa  R.  R,,  24 

108,  interpreting  similar  clauses  of  Pa.  St.  378. 
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courts  is  allowed  to  make  an  exclusive  contract  with  one 
hack  concern  to  use  the  station  ground.^  According  to 
the  progressive  view  the  whole  law  of  pubhc  service  ap- 
plies to  the  situation  and  any  discrimination  is  therefore 
condemned.  And  exclusive  contract  with  one  express 
company  for  the  use  of  passenger  trains  is  held  illegal  as  a 
necessary  consequence.*^  The  Commission  being  boimd 
by  the  conservative  view  taken  by  the  federal  courts  has 
held  that  such  exclusive  arrangements  are  not  preferential 
in  the  sense  of  the  Act.^®  And  of  course  it  finds  nothing 
wrong  with  special  concessions  for  private  enterprises.^^ 


*  Compare  the  language  in  the 
oomsenrative  case  of  New  York, 
N.  H.  k  H.  R.  R.  V.  ScoviU,  71 
Conn.  136,  41  Atl.  246,  with  the 
radical  conclusions  in  Montana  Union 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Langlois,  9  Mont.  419,  24 
Pac.  209. 

^For  the  conservative  argument 
see  the  Express  Cases,  117  U.  S.  1, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  542,  for  the  progressive 
case  see  McDuffee  v.  Portland  & 
R.  R.  R.  Co.,  52  N.  H.  430. 


^  The  Commission  will  assume  no 
jurisdiction  over  exclusive  arrange- 
ments for  baggage  transfer  on  board. 
Cosby  V.  Richmond  Transfer  Co., 
23  I.  C.  C.  72. 

^^  Station  restaurants,  news  stands, 
barber  shops  and  similar  private 
enterprises  at  railroad  terminals  are 
no  part  of  transportation  service. 
Southwestern  Produce  Distributers 
v.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C. 
458. 
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LIMITATION  OF  CHARGES 
PART  I -THE  SCHEDULE  AS  A  WHOLE 

CHAPTER  V 

GENERAL  PRINCIPLES  GOVERNING  COMPENSATION 

1 210.  Proviaons  of  the  Act. 
211.  General  principles  governing  reasonableness. 

Topic  A.  Certain  Limitations  Fundamental 

1 212.  Rates  must  be  fair  to  the  company  and  to  the  public. 

213.  Limitations  within  which  rates  must  be  made. 

214.  Unreasonable  regulation  universally  forbidden. 

215.  Value  of  the  services  constitutes  minimum. 

216.  Interests  of  the  companies  to  be  considered. 

217.  Interests  of  the  public  to  be  considered. 

218.  Accommodation  of  the  interests  of  both  sought. 

219.  The  complexities  of  the  general  problem. 

Topic  B,  The  Schedttie  taken  aa  a  Whole . 

I  220.  Reasonableness  of  the  schedule  as  a  whole. 

221.  Tests  of  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule. 

222.  Many  elements  to  be  taken  into  account. 

223.  Relation  of  a  particular  rate  to  a  whole  schedule. 

224.  Condudons  as  to  proportionate  rate. 

225.  Company  cannot  make  unreasonable  rates. 

226.  Company  cannot  justify  exorbitant  profits. 

227.  Special  circumstances  affecting  the  particular  rate. 

Topic  C.  The  Particular  Rates  Considered  SepanUdy 

I  228.  Reasonableness  of  the  separate  rates. 

229.  Schedule  as  a  whole  may  throw  light. 

230.  Bearing  of  tariff  as  a  whole. 

231.  Rule  of  proportionality  in  sharing  costs. 

232.  Average  cost  always  modified. 

233.  Application  of  both  tests  necessary. 
284.  Service  not  worth  usual  amount. 
235.  Service  of  unusual  value. 
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T&fic  D.  Boms  0/  Regulaiion 

1 236.  Constitutional  limitations  upon  commiasion  regulation. 

237.  Reasonable  rates  not  necessarily  profitable. 

238.  When  fair  net  earnings  left. 

239.  Possibility  of  increase  of  business. 

240.  Making  rates  compared  with  levying  taxes. 

241.  Governmental  regulation  best  for  all  concerned. 

242.  Inherent  difficulties  of  accommodating  all  tests. 

243.  Ck>nflicting  authorities  still  persist. 

§  210.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

The  fundamental  obligation  of  the  carrier,  in  connection 
with  commerce  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mission, to  charge  no  more  than  such  rate  as  is  reasonable, 
was  in  the  first  section  of  the  original  Act;  and  the  wording 
has  only  been  changed  in  subsequent  amendments  to  keep 
pace  with  the  extension  of  the  scope  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission.  Much,  however,  has  been  done  by  add- 
ing clauses  giving  the  Conmiission  jurisdiction  to  pass 
upon  the  reasonableness  of  charges  for  other  services  than 
carriage  strictly,  as  has  been  seen  already.  Section  1  as 
now  revised  lays  it  down  as  a  principle  that  all  charges 
made  for  any  service  rendered  or  to  be  rendered  in  the 
transportation  of  passengers  or  property  and  for  the 
transmission  of  messages  by  telegraph,  telephone,  or  cable, 
as  aforesaid,  or  in  connection  therewith,  shall  be  just  and 
reasonable;  and  every  unjust  and  unreasonable  charge  for 
such  service  or  any  part  thereof  is  prohibited  and  declared 
to  be  unlawful:  Provided,  that  messages  by  telegraph, 
telephone,  or  cable,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
may  be  classified  into  day,  night,  repeated,  unrepeated, 
letter,  commercial,  press.  Government,  and  such  other 
classes  as  are  just  and  reasonable,  and  different  rates  may 
be  charged  for  the  different  classes  of  messages:  And  pro- 
vided further,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  prevent  telephone,  telegraph,  and  cable  companies  from 
entering  into  contracts  with  common  carriers,  for  the 
exchange  of  services.  The  machinery  by  which  rates  are 
established  is  described  in  Chapter  XVII. 
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§  211.  General  principles  governing  reasonableness. 

The  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  rates  is  a  complex 
one.  As  there  are  two  parties  having  an  mterest  in  the 
rates,  the  carrier  and  the  shipper,  and  then-  interests  are 
diverse  and,  to  a  considerable  extent,  opposed,  a  rate 
which  is  reasonable  from  the  point  of  view  of  one  may  be 
quite  unreasonable  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  other. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  the  interest  of  the  carrier  is  entirely 
directed  toward  framing  a  schedule  of  rates  which  as  a 
whole  shall  produce  a  certain  return,  and  so  long  as  the 
return  is  reaUzed  it  is  immaterial  to  hrni  what  the  propor- 
tion of  contribution  of  each  individual  shipper  is  to  the 
whole  amoimt/^  On  the  other  hand,  the  shipper  is  inter- 
ested in  the  individual  rate  charged  to  him,  and  in  that 
alone.  So  long  as  his  rate  is  a  fair  one  it  is  immaterial  to 
him  that  the  whole  schedule  is  so  arranged  as  to  yield  a 
great  profit  to  the  carrier.  The  reasonableness  of  the 
schedule  as  a  whole  therefore  especially  concerns  the 
carrier,  that  of  the  separate  rate  especially  concerns  the 
shipper.  In  order  to  be  entirely  reasonable  the  schedule 
must  as  a  whole  be  fair  to  the  carrier,  and  in  detail  to 
each  shipper.  Here,  however,  the  opposing  interests  of  the 
carrier  and  the  shipper  present  a  serious  difficulty  in  the 
working  out  of  the  problem  of  rates.  A  carrier  may  be  so 
happily  situated  as  to  be  able  to  frame  a  schedule  which 
will  be  fair  to  himself  and  at  the  same  time  just  to  the 
individual  shippersJ^  This,  however,  is  quite  likely  not  to 
be  the  case.  A  schedule  may  not  be  possible  which  will 
yield  fair  compensation  to  the  carrier  without  at  the  same 

^'  Where  ihe  rate  is  fixed  by  the  given  rate  is  reasonable  or  not,  is  a 

legislature  or  by  a  commission  the  matter   of   judgment.     The   traffic 

most    common    inquiry   is   whether  official  exercises  his  judgment  in  the 

the  schedule  as  a  whole  will  bring  in  first  instance,  and  the  Conunission, 

a  fair  income,  and  it  is  in  such  cases  when  it  revises  that  rate,  substitutes 

that  this  inquiry  is  most  frequently  its  judgment  for  that  of  the  traffic 

made.     Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  official.      National    Wool    Growers' 

Dey,  35  Fed.  866,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  Asso.  v.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  25 1.  C.  C. 

325.  675. 

^  The  final  answer  as  to  whether  a 
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time  exacting  an  unjust  amount  from  some  particular 
shipper. 

Topic  A .    Certain  Limitatiana  Fundamental. 

§  212.  Rates  must  be  fair  to  the  company  and  to  the  puhlic 

The  fundamental  principle  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  a 
particular  rate  is  that  it  should  be  fair  compensation  for 
the  service  rendered.  There  are,  therefore,  limits  within 
which  the  railroad  company  must  act  in  fixing  its  rates. 
The  company  must  have  reasonable  compensation;  but  the 
shipper  must  not  be  charged  more  than  a  reasonable  price. 
The  Commission  has  often  said  that  the  carrier  is  entitled 
to  reasonable  compensation  and  the  shipper  to  a  reasonable 
rate  for  the  service  performed."*  The  compensation,  in 
order  to  be  reasonable,  must  be  fair  to  both  parties.  It  is 
not  enough  that  the  whole  schedule  shall  bring  in  a  fair 
return  to  the  company;  the  particular  rate  fixed  for  car- 
riage must  be  in  itself  no  more  than  a  reasonable  amoimt 
for  the  customer  to  pay  under  the  circumstances,  for  the 
service  rendered  him.  The  question  of  reasonableness 
involves  the  element  of  reasonableness  both  as  regards  the 
company  and  as  regards  the  pubUc.  The  Commission  is 
well  aware  that  a  continuous  process  of  reducing  carriers' 
revenue  would  be  detrimental  to  the  pubUc  interest  as  well 
as  to  carriers.^* 

§  213.  Limitations  within  which  rates  must  be  made. 

Stated  in  more  acciu'ate  terms,  the  law  requiring  fair 
compensation  has  two  distinct  sides.  It  is  desirable  that 
the  carrier  should  receive  the  full  cost  to  it  of  performing 

»««  Memphis  Grain  &  Hay  Aaso.  v.  ^*  Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  S.  Ry. 

St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  159. 

609.  The  relative  lack  of  financial  proB- 

DifiFerences  in  earnings  of  carriers  perity  of  carriers,  considered  in  de- 

in  different  territories  considered  in  tennining  the  reasonableness  of  a 

determining   the  propriety   of  rate  rate.    Michigan  Copper  &  Brass  Co. 

comparisons.    Evens  &  Howard  Fire  v.  D.  S.  S.  &  A.  Ry.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C. 

Brick  Co.  V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  357. 
Co.,  25 1.  C.  C.  141. 
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the  service.  It  is  desirable,  also,  that  the  shipper  should 
not  pay  more  than  the  value  of  the  service  to  him.  These 
two  limitations  are  obviously  at  the  extremes  within  which 
in  normal  cases  rates  must  be  made.^^  ''The  cost  of 
service,  while  recognized  as  an  important  element  in 
classification  and  rates,  is  not  alone  controlling.  On  that 
basis  some  articles,  on  account  of  relation  of  commercial 
value  to  cost  of  service,  though  furnishing  a  large  volume 
of  traffic,  would  not  be  carried  at  all,  and  others  of  hi^ 
commercial  value  would  have  a  very  low  rate  without 
increasing  tonnage.  Another  element  of  the  highest 
importance,  and  that  cannot  be  disregarded,  is  the  value 
of  the  service  to  the  article  carried.  This  is  a  factor  that 
largely  determines  the  classification  and  rates  the  article 
will  bear  in  the  transactions  of  commerce,  and  necessarily 
qualifies  the  influence  of  other  factors  in  the  distribution 
of  charges  with  the  view  to  average  reasonable  reve- 
nue." ^« 


§  214.  Unreasonable  regulation  universally  forbidden* 

The  company  performing  the  service  should  be  pro- 
tected in  getting  as  a  reasonable  return  for  its  services, 
at  least  what  is  fairly  the  cost  of  those  services  as  a 
minimum,  as  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  has  been 
insisting  of  late  years.^  This,  however,  cannot  always  be 
done;  in  such  a  case  the  utmost  protection  possible  musft 
still  be  given  to  the  company.  The  balance  of  interests 
was  well  stated  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 


^*  The  interests  of  all  lines  must  be 
considered,  and  not  alone  those  of 
the  line  that  can  handle  the  traffic 
with  the  least  cost;  and  the  interests 
of  the  consumer  and  of  the  producer 
must  ncvt  be  lost  sig}it  of.  Commer- 
ciai  Club  of  Superior  v.  G.  N.  Ry. 
Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  96. 

'*The  quotation  is  from  Thiirber 
V.  New  York  Central  R.  R.,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rap.  742, 3 1,  a  C.  Rep.  473. 


""  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Stickney,  215  U.  S.  98,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  66. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Com- 
mission has  no  power  under  the  Act 
to  fix  minimum  rates  for  the  protec- 
tion of  a  competitor;  its  jurisdiction 
is  confined  to  fixing  maximum  rates 
for  the  carriers  involved  in  the  pro- 
ceedings before  it.  See  Norfolk  & 
W.  R.  R.,  195  Fed.  953. 
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thus:  ^  "It  is  vitally  important  to  the  development  of  this 
country  that  the  service  performed  by  our  railways  should 
be  efficient  and  complete.  The  wealth  invested  in  these 
enterprises  should  be  sacredly  protected,  and  no  unneces- 
sary bmden  should  be  imposed  in  the  way  of  public 
supervision.  But  it  is  equally  important  that  the  rates 
charged  for  the  service  should  be  just;  and,  in  view  of  the 
monopolistic  conditions  under  which  these  rates  are  now 
made,  the  public  has  no  protection  save  by  r^ulation  by 
the  Government." 

§  216.  Value  of  the  services  constitutes  maximum. 

The  value  of  the  services  to  the  customer  constitutes  the 
limit  of  charge  which  the  company  is  permitted  to  make. 
Considering  all  the  circumstances,  if  the  services  have  a 
certain  value  to  the  consumer  and  no  more,  the  carrier 
must  charge  no  more.  The  elemental  principles  thus  far 
noted  may  be  summarized  as,  on  the  one  hand,  the  right 
of  the  company  to  derive  a  fair  income,  based  upon  the 
fair  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  it  is  being  used  for 
the  public,  taking  into  account  the  cost  of  maintenance  or 
depreciation,  and  current  operating  expenses;  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  right  of  the  public  to  have  no  more  exacted 
than  the  services  in  themselves  are  worth.^"  "While  the 
company  is  entitled,  so  far  as  this  case  shows,  to  a  fair 
return  upon  the  value  of  the  property  used  for  the  public 
at  the  time  it  is  being  used,  the  public  (that  is,  the  custom- 
ers) may  demand  that  the  rates  shall  be  no  higher  than  the 
services  are  worth  to  them,  not  in  the  aggregate,  but  as 
individuals.  The  value  of  the  services  in  themselves  is  to 
be  considered,  and  not  exceeded.    These  views  seem  to  be 


"The  quotation  is  from  Re  Pro-  tions   therein   proposed.     Anadarko 

posed  Advances  in  Freight  Rates,  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry. 

9  I.  C.  C.  382.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  327. 

The   Commission  cannot  be  un-  "  The  quotation  is  from  Kennebec 

mindful  of  the  serious  effect  upon  the  Water  District  v.  WaterviUe,  97  Me. 

revenues  of  the  carriers  when  reduo-  IS6, 64  Atl.  6, 00  L.  R.  A.  866« 
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consonant  with  reason.    They  are  also  established  by  the 
highest  judicial  authority  in  our  country."  ^ 

§  216*  Interests  of  the  companies  to  be  considered. 

However  desirable  it  may  be  to  provide  lower  rates  for 
the  pubUc  that  is  receiving  the  service,  it  is  equally  neces- 
sary to  leave  a  reasonable  return  to  the  company  that  is 
performing  the  service.  In  some  cases  where  a  rate  has 
been  fixed  by  the  State  the  court  when  it  is  called  upon  to 
pass  upon  it  may  find  that  both  interests  are  sufficiently 
protected;  but  in  others  it  may  be  found  that  the  con- 
stitutional rights  of  the  company  have  been  ignored  in  the 
desire  to  grant  a  lower  rate  to  the  public.  The  court 
found  this  in  Metropolitan  Trust  Company  v.  Houston  & 
Texas  Central  Railway,*^  "As  popularly  expressed,  the 
rights  of  the  people — the  rights  of  shippers  who  use  it  as 
a  carrier — ^have  to  be  regarded;  but,  as  judicially  expressed, 
these  last  have  to  be  so  regarded  as  not  to  disregard  the 
inherent  and  reasonable  rights  of  the  projectors,  proprietors, 
and  operators  of  these  carriers.  It  is  settled  that  a  State 
has  the  right  within  the  limitation  of  the  constitution,  to 
r^ulate  fares.  From  the  earliest  times  public  carriers  have 
been  subject  to  similar  regulations  through  general  law 
administered  by  the  courts,  requiring  that  the  rates  for 
carriage  should  be  reasonable,  having  regard  to  the  cost  to 
the  carrier  of  the  service,  the  value  of  the  service  to  the 
shipper,  and  the  rate  at  which  such  carriage  is  performed 
by  other  like  carriers  of  similar  commodities  under  substan- 
tially similar  conditions."  The  cost  of  the  service  in  carry- 
ing any  one  particular  shipment  may  be  difficult  to  deter- 
mme,  but  the  cost  to  the  carrier  of  receiving,  transportmg, 
and  delivering  the  whole  volume  of  tonnage  and  number 
of  passengers  in  a  given  period  of  time  must  include,  as 

^  The  shipping  public  has  a  right  Board  of  Trade  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

to  enjoy  reasonable  rates,  and  the  25  I.  C.  C.  625. 
priyate  interests  of  a  carrier  cannot         '*  90  Fed.  683. 
deCest  or  qualify  this  right.    Wichita 

[183] 


§  217  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

one  of  its  substantial  elements^  a  return  on  the  value  of 
the  property  used  in  the  service.  As  the  Commission  has 
recently  said  it  is  necessary  that  carriers  be  permitted  to 
charge  rates  that  are  fully  compensatory  for  the  service 
they  perform,  so  long  as  they  are  not  unreasonable.^' 

§  217.  Interests  of  the  public  to  be  considered. 

That  there  are  in  reality  two  tests,  not  one,  is  pointed 
out  by  the  most  discriminating  judges  in  the  more  recent 
cases,  and  it  is  the  avowed  policy  of  the  United  States 
Supreme  CJourt  that  both  parties  to  the  service,  the  carrier 
and  the  shipper,  should  be  considered  in  deciding  all  cases. 
Thus,  in  the  leading  case  of  Smyth  v.  Ames,*'  the  court,  in 
declaring  the  Nebraska  maximum  freight  law  unconstitu- 
tional, guarded  itself  against  being  understood  as  taking 
an  extreme  position  in  favor  of  the  carrier  by  saying:  "It 
cannot  therefore  be  admitted  that  a  railroad  corporation 
maintaining  a  highway  under  authority  of  the  State  may 
fix  its  rates  with  a  view  solely  to  its  own  interests  and 
igpore  the  rights  of  the  public.  But  the  rights  of  the  public 
would  be  ignored  if  rates  for  transportation  of  persons  or 
property  on  a  railroad  are  exacted  without  reference  to 
the  fair  value  of  the  property  used  for  the  public  and  the 
fair  value  of  the  services  rendered,  but  in  order  simply 
that  the  corporation  may  meet  operating  expenses,  pay  the 
interest  on  its  obligations,  and  declare  a  dividend  to  its 
stockholders."  **  And  in  Covington  &  Lexington  Turn- 
pike Road  Company  v.  Sandford,  the  court,  in  questioning 
the  State  legislation,  said  similarly:  ''A  corporation  is  not 
entitled  as  of  right  and  without  reference  to  the  interests 
of  the  public,  to  realize  a  given  per  cent,  upon  its  capital 
stock.  Stockholders  are  not  the  only  persons  whose  rights 
or  interests  are  to  be  considered.  The  rights  of  the  public 
are  not  to  be  ignored.     The  public  cannot  properly  be 

tt  McNTgan  Grain  Co.  ▼.  A.  C.  L.         •«  164  U.  S.  696,  41  L.  ed.  566,  17 
R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  460.  Sup.  Ct.  198. 

»  169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  418. 
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subjected   to   unreasonable   rates   in   order   simply   that 
sto<Aiiolders  may  earn  dividends." 

§  218.  Accommodation  of  the  interests  of  botil  sought 

The  effort  of  the  law,  therefore,  is  to  accommodate  the 
more  or  less  conflicting  interests  of  the  companies  and  of 
the  public.  The  rule  that  the  company  is  entitled  to 
demand  a  fair  return,  upon  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
property  at  the  time  it  is  being  used  for  the  public,  is  on 
the  basis  of  taking  the  actual  cost  of  the  plant  and  its 
annual  depreciation,  and  of  allowing  a  fair  profit  on  that 
footing  over  and  above  expenses.  But  while  it  is  strictly 
true  that  the  company  is  entitled  to  no  more  than  a  rea- 
sonable return  upon  its  necessary  investment,  which  is 
embodied  in  the  structure  and  its  natural  increment,  if 
any,  that  goes  but  a  little  way  towards  the  solution  of  the 
problem,  owing  to  the  difficulty  of  saying  just  what  is 
r^isonable  for  the  shipper  to  be  charged  in  a  given  case. 
That  must,  for  the  most  part,  be  left  to  the  good  judg- 
ment of  the  tribunal  which  passes  upon  each  particular 
case.  Only  the  other  day,  the  Commission  in  the  Five 
Per  C^it  Case  revised  its  former  conclusions,^^  to  the 
effect  that,  although  the  railroads  were  not  perhaps  getting 
enough  in  way  of  earnings,  they  could  by  making  charges 
for  services  furnished  without  adequate  compensation, 
and  by  instituting  further  economies  of  operation,  make 
their  net  income  sufficiently  large  without  resorting  to 
direct  increases  in  rates  on  a  large  scale.  But  between 
August  afid  December  of  this  memorable  year  the  financial 
situation  changed  so  unexpectedly  that  the  Coimnission 
came  to  the  rescue  of  the  earnings  of  the  carriers  appreciat- 
ing that  the  means  of  transportation  are  fundamental 
and  indispensable  agencies  in  our  industrial  life,  and  for 
the  common  weal  should  be  kept  abreast  of  public  re- 
quiraments.^ 

^IntanUito  GommcNe  Coiiiiiu»-        "^Interatete  Commeroe  Goiiiiai»* 
okxD,  Aug.  2, 1914.  8Mm,  Dee.  IS,  1914. 
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§  219.  The  complexities  of  the  general  problem. 

So  many  considerations  must  be  taken  into  account  in 
passing  upon  rates  that  the  problem  is  always  a  complex 
one.  The  difficulties,  many  of  them,  arise  from  the  desire 
to  give  scope  to  a  variety  of  principles  which  must  in- 
evitably come  into  a  more  or  less  irreconcilable  conffict.*' 
"When  a  controversy  arises  between  the  public  and  a 
carrier,  the  question  of  the  reasonable  limit  of  a  rate 
usually  involves  many  considerations,  and  is  often  diffi- 
cult to  determine.  A  rate  that  might  be  regarded  as 
reasonable  and  just  by  a  producer  and  shipper,  might, 
from  a  carrier's  standpoint,  be  deemed  extremely  un- 
reasonable and  unjust,  and  so,  conversely,  a  rate  that  a 
carrier  might  claim  to  be  reasonable  in  itself,  and  that  it 
might  support  with  strong  reasons  based  upon  the  cost 
of  the  service,  the  quantity  of  the  business  and  the  char- 
acteristics of  its  line  of  road,  might  exhaust  the  greater 
part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  producer's  commodity,  and  be 
destructive  to  his  interests.  It  is  only  stating  a  truism, 
therefore,  to  say  there  is  no  recognized  test  of  a  rate 
mutually  reasonable  for  a  carrier  and  for  the  producer 
of  the  traffic.  The  reasonableness  of  a  rate  must  conse- 
quently be  ascertained  in  every  instance  in  which  the 
question  arises,  by  its  relations  both  to  the  carrier  and  to 
the  shipper,  and  by  comparison  with  rates  normally  charged 
for  like  or  similar  service."  ^ 

Topic  B.     The  Schedule  taken  as  a  Whole 

§  220.  Reasonableness  of  the  schedule  as  a  whole. 

The  reasonableness  of  the  schedule  as  a  whole  depends 
as  has  been  seen,  upon  whether  it  yields  a  fair  return  to 

^  The  quotation  is  from  Delaware  ditions,  but  there  is  no  absolute  rule 

State  Grange  v.  New  York  P.  &  N.  requiring  for  any  reason  the  indef- 

Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  554,  4  I.  C.  C.  inite  continuance  of  a  rate,  for  the 

Rep.  588.  question  is  what,  imder  all  the  cir- 

""A  rate  cannot  be  discontinued  cumstances,  is  just  and  reasonable, 

without  taking  into  account  its  effect  Green  Bay  Business  Men's  Aas'n  ▼• 

upon  commercial  and  industrial  con-  B.  &  0.  Ry.,  15 1.  G.  G.  59* 
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the  carrier.  This  is  largely  a  mathematical  question. 
The  carrier  is  entitled,  firsts  to  pay  all  expenses;  which 
would  include  both  the  actual  expenses  of  operation  and 
also  certain  annual  charges  that  must  be  paid  before  any 
real  profit  can  be  realized.  He  is  entitled  furthermore 
to  gain  a  fair  profit  on  his  capital  invested.  The  de- 
termination of  the  actual  amount  of  the  capital  invested 
may  be  a  matter  of  some  difficulty;  once  determined,  the 
rate  of  profit  upon  that  amount  of  capital  is  a  question 
which  will  be  determined,  generally  speaking,  by  the  or- 
dinary business  profit  of  the  time  and  place.  A  schedule 
of  rates  will  be  reasonable  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
carrier  if  it  yields  him  a  net  profit  equal  to  that  which 
would  be  realized,  as  a  business  question,  from  any  other 
business  where  the  capital  and  the  risk  were  the  same.^ 
It  is  necessary  in  framing  a  schedule  to  require  a  proper 
amount  of  concession  from  all  parties  concerned.  The 
principles  on  which  the  fairness  of  the  whole  schedule 
would  be  determined  will  be  limited  by  the  requirement  of 
fairness  to  the  individual  shippers;  and  on  the  other  hand 
the  principles  on  which  the  reasonableness  of  a  particular 
rate  would  be  determined  may  need  modification  because 
of  the  just  claim  of  the  carrier  to  a  fair  compensation. 
The  examination  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  carrier's 
rates  may  therefore  involve  a  study  both  of  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  schedule  as  a  whole  and  also  of  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  separate  rates.^ 

§  221.  Tests  of  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule. 

As  a  general  rule,  therefore,  it  will  be  unjustifiable  for 
the  government  to  reduce  the  total  net  returns  from  the 
schedule  as  a  whole  below  what  will  produce  a  fair  return 
upon  a  proper  capitalization.  A  general  statement  as 
this  leaves  much  undefined;  but  it  is  not  altogether  im- 

"See  the  ooune  of  reasoning  in  ***See  the  elaborate  discussion  of 

refusing  to  permit  the  general  ad-  certain    principles    fundamental    in 

vanoes  in  1010  in  Advances  in  Rates,  rate  regulation  in  Advances  in  RateSi 

Eastern  Caaei  20 1.  C.  C.  243.  Western  Case,  20 1.  C.  G.  307. 
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possible  to  apply  it  to  particular  conditions.  As  an  illus- 
tration of  the  actual  way  in  which  the  problem  is  handled 
an  extract  is  made  from  one  of  modem  cases  which  are 
establishing  a  practicable  method  of  dealing  with  this 
intricate  problem.  In  passing  upon  the  constitutionality 
of  the  reduction  of  rates  ordered  by  a  State  Commission 
in  Matthews  v.  Board  of  Corporation  Commissioners** 
Judge  Simonton  said:  ''The  questions  made  in  this  case 
are  federal  questions  and  grow  out  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment.  If  the  rates  fixed  are  imreasonable,  that  is 
to  say,  if  they  compel  the  railway  company  to  conduct 
its  operations  at  a  loss  or  without  a  fair  remuneration  for 
its  investment, — then  the  property  of  the  company  is 
taken  and  used  by  the  public  without  just  compensation, 
and  it  is  deprived  of  its  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  The  jurisdiction  of  this  court  depends  on  the 
federal  question.  It  is  its  duty,  as  it  is  the  duty  of  all 
courts.  State  and  federal,  to  see  to  it  that  no  right  seciu^ 
by  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  is  impaired  by  legislation 
acting  directly  on  the  subject,  or  through  agents  created 
by  legislation.*^  The  law  applicable  to  this  case  has  been 
settled  by  a  series  of  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  On  the  other  hand,  the  public  cannot 
require  the  corporation  to  use  its  plant,  its  money,  and 
its  credit  without  remuneration.  The  best  interests  of 
the  public  forbid  this.  Railroads  are  the  arteries  of  trade. 
Through  them  flows  the  life  blood  of  a  community.  The 
best  statesmanship  contributes  to  their  maintenance  and 
encourages  their  prosperity.  What  the  remuneration  shall 
be  depends  upon  the  circiunstances  of  each  case." 

§  222.  Many  elements  to  be  taken  into  account 

That  these  various  elements  are  all  taken  into  considera- 
tion in  passing  upon  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule  of 

*^  106  Fed.  7.  entitled  to  demand  rate  not  higher 

*'The  carrier  is  entitled  to  ask  a  than    the    senrioes    are    reasonably 

fair  return  upon  the  value  of  prop-  worth.    Morgan  Grain  Go.  v.  A.  G. 

erty  devoted  to  public  use;  public  is  L.  R.  R.,  19  I.  G.  G«  460. 
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rates  may  be  shown  by  extracts  from  some  leading  cases. 
Wages,  price  of  materials  and  supplies,  greater  amomit 
hauled  by  trains,  destiny  of  traffic,  as  affectiag  cost  of 
operation,  and  cost  of  operation  are  first  of  all  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  Commission  well  realizes.^'  But  the  test 
is  more  elaborate  since  the  fixed  charges  must  also  be 
considered  in  addition  to  the  operating  expenses.  As 
one  court  has  comprehensively  said:  ''Ordinarily  that  is  a 
reasonable  charge  or  system  of  charges  which  yields  a 
fair  return  upon  the  investment.  Fixed  charges  and  the 
costs  of  maintenance  and  operation  must  first  be  provided 
for,  then  the  interests  of  the  owners  of  the  property  are 
to  be  considered.  They  are  entitled  to  a  rate  of  return, 
if  their  property  will  earn  it,  not  less  than  the  legal  rate 
of  interest;  and  a  system  of  charges  that  yields  no  more 
income  than  is  fairly  required  to  maintain  the  plant,  pay 
fixed  charges  and  operating  expenses,  provide  a  suitable 
sinking  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  pay  a  fair 
profit  to  the  owners  of  the  property,  cannot  be  said 
to  be  unreasonable/'  •* 


§  223.  Refattion  of  a  particular  rate  to  a  whole  schedule. 

The  general  method  m  passing  upon  the  reasonableness 
of  rates  is  therefore  to  discover  whether  the  particular 
rate  is  fair,  judging  the  schedule  as  a  whole.  As  has 
been  seen,  this  involves  the  consideration  of  many  factors, 
some  of  them  conflicting,  but  it  may  be  said  that  rates 
fixed  are  fair  to  the  company  if  from  the  schedule  as  a 
whole  it  gets  a  reasonable  return,  and  fair  to  the  people 
served  if  they  pay  in  each  particular  case  no  more  than 
the  service  is  worth.*^  In  order  to  meet,  as  far  as  may  be, 
both  requisites,  a  particular  rate  should  seldom  be  passed 
upon  without  considering  the  relations  to  the  schedule 

•■  Commtfcial  Club  oi  Sftlt  Lake         •«  179  Pa.  231,  36  Atl.  249, 36  L.  R. 
Catj  ▼.  A.,  T.  d  S.  F.  Ry.,  19 1.  C.  C      A.  260. 

218.  '^  Biewer  &  Haulerter  v.  Louisville 

4c  N.  Ry.,  7 1.  C.  C.  224. 
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as  a  whole,  especially  as  the  reasonableness  of  one  rate 
may  be  judged  with  reference  to  other  rates  in  the  same 
schedule.  An  example  of  the  way  in  which  such  problems 
are  worked  out,  considering  all  factors  and  then  giving 
most  weight  to  one  held  to  be  controlling  in  the  particular 
case,  may  be  seen  in  various  cases  before  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission.**  **To  inquire  whether  the  rev- 
enues of  this  railway  company  might  be  or  ought  to  be 
reduced  below  the  present  point  would  raise  several  in- 
teresting and  important  questions,  for  the  consideration 
of  which  we  have  not  before  us  in  this  case  the  necessary 
data.  We  are  furnished  with  a  statement  of  the  funded 
debt  and  capitalization  of  the  road,  and  also  with  a  state- 
ment of  its  financial  operations  for  the  last  year.  We  are 
not  informed  how  this  debt  was  created,  what  it  would 
cost  at  the  present  time  to  replace  the  property  repre- 
sented by  this  capitaUzation,  nor  what  that  property  is 
fairly  worth,  if  indeed  there  be  any  standard  by  which 
its  value  can  be  measured." 

§  224.  Conclusion  as  to  proportionate  rate. 

As  a  result  of  these  considerations,  the  conclusion  may 
be  drawn  that  a  proportionate  rate  must  be  established  for 
each  article  of  traffic.  This  rate  will  be  fixed  according  to 
the  share  of  the  entire  burden  of  charge  which  ought 
reasonably  to  be  borne  by  that  particular  article.  In 
determining  the  reasonable  share  of  the  burden  to  be 
borne  by  an  article,  various  considerations  must  be  weighed, 
and  the  rate  when  finally  estabhshed  will  be  determined  as 
a  result  of  all  such  considerations.  It  must  be  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  estabUshment  of  the  particular  rate 
is  not,  like  the  estabUshment  of  the  general  schedule  of 
charges,  a  matter  which  can  be  tested  by  a  mathematical 

**  Reduction   opposed   because   it  not  prospering.    Texarkana  Freight 

would  mean  serious  reduction  in  the  Bureau  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co., 

revenues,  and  statement  offered  to  28  I.  C.  C.  569. 
show  that  roads  in  the  southwest  aie 

[190] 


Principles  Governing  Compensation      [§225 

formula.  The  division  of  rates  among  the  particular 
commodities  involves  judgment  and  experience;  it  is  not  an 
exact  division,  but  only  the  closest  possible  approximation 
to  fairness.  Thus  in  speaking  of  the  requirement  of  the 
Federal  Interstate  Commerce  Act  of  1887,  section  1,  that 
rates  should  be  reasonable  and  just,  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  has  said:^  ''The  words  'reasonable' 
and  'just'  as  used  in  the  Statute,  as  applied  to  rates,  are 
each  relative  terms.  They  do  not  mean  to  imply  that  the 
rates  upon  every  railroad  engaged  in  interstate  commerce 
shall  be  the  same  or  even  about  the  same.  The  conditions 
and  circumstances  of  each  road  surroundmg  the  traffic  and 
which  enter  into  and  control  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  service  performed  by  the  carrier  in  the  transportation 
of  property,  such  as  the  cost  of  transportation,  which 
involves  volume  or  lightness  of  traffic,  expenses  of  con- 
struction and  of  operation,  competition  in  some  respects 
of  carriers  not  subject  to  the  Law,  rates  made  by  shorter 
and  competing  lines  to  the  same  points  of  destination, 
space  occupied  by  freight,  value  of  freight  and  risk  of 
carriage  to  carrier,  all  have  to  be  considered  in  determining 
whether  a  given  rate  is  'reasonable'  and  'just.'"  ^ 

§  226.  Company  cannot  make  unreasonable  rates. 

The  requirement  that  no  person  may  be  charged  more 
than  a  reasonable  rate  may  be  insisted  upon  although  the 
result  is  that  the  company  does  not  get  a  fair  return  from 
its  schedule  as  a  whole.  Those  who  undertake  a  public 
employment  enter  upon  a  business  affected  with  a  public 
interest,  which  justifies  the  State  in  demanding  that  the 
rates  charged  shall  be  reasonable  to  the  public.     A  test 

*  The    quotation    is    from    New  of  rates  covering  the  whole  traffic  of 

Orleanfl  Cotton  Exchange  v.  Illinois  a  particular  carrier  and  that  required 

Gent.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  777,  to  test  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate 

3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  534.  on  a  particular  commodity  between 

"The  difference  in  the  character  two  definite  points  considered  and 

of  testimony  required  to  test  the  discussed.    Fn^e  &  Bruhn  v.  North- 

reaaonablenesB  of  an  entire  schedule  em  P.  R.  Co.,  11 1.  C.  C.  501. 
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case  upon  this  pcnnt  was  Missoori  Pacific  Railway  v. 
Smith,^  where  maxiimiin  rates  were  fixed  by  the  Legislar- 
ture  which  the  plaintiff  railway  company  claimed  would  cut 
off  all  the  profits  of  their  business.  The  court  held  that 
this  was  not  fatal  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  legislation; 
Mr.  Justice  Thomason  sajring:  ''Rates  of  transportation 
sufficient  to  enable  the  road  to  realize  a  sum  laige  enough 
to  defray  current  repairs  and  expenses  and  pay  a  profit  on 
the  reasonable  cost  of  building  the  road  and  eqtupping  it, 
ought  to  be  reasonable.  The  earnings  of  a  road  might  foe 
sufficient  for  this  purpose,  and  yet  not  large  enough  to  pay 
expenses  and  interest  on  its  debts.  Large  and  imnecessary 
debts  might  have  been  contracted  through  extravagance, 
enormous  salaries,  and  mismanagement,  exceeding  the  cost 
of  building  and  equipping  the  road,  and  bearing  a  rate 
of  interest  amounting  to  more  than  a  reasonable  profit 
on  the  capital  necessary,  when  judiciously  expended,  to  con- 
struct and  equip  the  road.  Like  some  individuals  as  to 
their  business,  railway  companies  can  reach  a  point  through 
extravagance,  losses  and  mismanagement,  when  no  reason- 
able rate  of  profit  will  enable  them  to  maintain  their  roads 
and  pay  the  interest  upon  their  debts,  and  when  failure  and 
a  sale  of  the  road  to  other  parties  become  inevitable."  ^ 

§  226.  Company  cannot  justify  exorbitant  profits. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  certain  upon  fundam^ital  prin- 
ciples that  the  company  cannot  justify  exorbitant  profits 
by  urging  that  the  rates  are  reasonable  in  themselves.  At 
first  impression  this  has  seemed  to  some  persons  unjust  to 
the  company;  but  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  com- 
pany is  still  allowed  a  fair  return  upon  its  reasonable 
capitalization,  which  is  all  the  right  that  those  who  have 
entered  upon  these  enterprises  have  by  established  law. 
If  it  is  found  that  rates  may  be  reduced  to  a  point  which 
seems  below  the  reasonable  standard  and  yet  produce  a 


«eO  Aric.  221, 29 S.  W.  752.  >  See  Gary  v.  Eureka  Spna^i  Ry^ 

7  I.  C.  C.  286. 
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fair  return,  the  company  has  no  legal  grievance  if  it  is 
not  permitted  to  charge  higher  rates.  To  quote  a  specific 
illustration:  *  *'The  rate  per  ton  mile,  while  often  instruc- 
tive, is  not  by  any  means  a  fair  index  of  a  reasonable 
rate.  The  cheapest  traffic  is  frequently  the  most  profitable 
to  the  carrier.  For  the  year  ending  June  30,  1901,  the 
average  receipts  per  ton  mile  upon  all  kinds  of  traffic  over 
the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  System,  embracing  about  1,500 
miles,  was  3.88  mills.  The  percentage  of  operating  ex- 
penses was  62.87 — ^much  below  the  average  of  the  whole 
United  States  and  among  the  very  lowest.  Its  net  earn- 
ings were  $3,656  per  mile,  equivalent  to  6  per  cent,  interest 
on  $60,000  per  mile — ^just  about  the  average  capitalization 
of  all  our  railroads.  This  example  is  referred  to  as  showing 
that  business  may  be  profitably  done  at  astonishingly  low 
rates.  Indeed,  it  is  usually  a  question,  not  of  the  absolute 
rate,  but  of  the  conditions  under  which  the  traffic  is 
handled." » 

§  227.  Special  circumstances  affecting  the  particular  rate. 
There  may  be  special  circumstances  connected  with  a 
particular  transaction  which  increases  or  decreases  the  cost 
of  service;  and  the  effect  of  such  circiunstances  on  the  rate 
must  be  considered.  For  instance,  the  expense  of  con- 
structing a  mountain  branch  may  be  very  much  greater 
than  that  of  building  the  main  line;  or  the  population 
served  by  the  company  may  in  places  be  so  sparse  as  to 
make  the  cost  of  operation  very  great  in  proportion  to  the 
service  demanded.^  All  these  circiunstances  may  properly 
affect  the  rate  charged  in  those  portions  of  the  territory 

'  Re  Imposed  Advances  in  Freight  in  fixing  a  reasonable  rate,  rates  can- 
Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382.  not  be  fixed  on  this  basis  alone; 

'  In  fixing  rates  an  express  com-  sometimes  what  is  a  fair  rate  will  not 

pany  should  not  be  allowed  to  charge  leave  sufficient  earnings,  sometimes 

more  than  a  railroad  company  for  the  it    will    result    in    large    earnings, 

same  service.    In  re  Express  Rates,  Hooker  v.  Interstate  Com.  Comm., 

24  I.  C.  C.  380.  188  Fed.  242. 

*  While  earnings  may  be  considered 
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served  by  the  company;  yet  it  appears  unjust  to  place  the 
whole  burden  upon  such  territory^  thus  accentuate  its 
poverty^  and  place  another  handicap  upon  it  in  the  effort 
to  become  prosperous.  Not  all  the  extra  cost  of  service 
should  be  placed  upon  the  particular  customers.  At  the 
same  time,  many  things  besides  the  mere  mileage  run 
must  be  considered  in  fixing  the  rates.  A  uniform  mileage 
rate  imposed  upon  all  railroads  would  be  in  reality  unequal 
and  unjust.  As  Mr.  Justice  Morse  said  in  Wellman  v. 
Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk  Railway:^  ''If  no  classification 
can  be  made,  and  the  maximum  rate  must  be  fixed  the 
same  for  all,  then  the  law  is  admitted  to  operate  im- 
equally  and  unjustly,  because  some  companies  are  to  less 
expense  than  others  in  the  same  length  of  road  by  reason 
of  the  nature  of  the  country  through  which  they  run; 
some  have  costly  terminal  facilities,  and  some  have  not; 
some  owe  large  amoimts,  and  some  do  not;  and  some  do  a 
large  amount  of  business,  and  some  do  not.'' 

Topic  C.  The  Particular  Rates  Considered  Separatdy 

§  228.  Reasonableness  of  the  separate  rates. 

The  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  any  separate  rate 
is  a  much  more  complex  one.  The  individual  shipper  ought 
not  to  pay  more  than  his  fair  share  of  the  whole  amount 
received  by  the  carrier;  and  what  his  fair  share  may  be 
depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  goods  carried,  the  expense 
of  carrying  them  as  compared  with  the  carriage  of  other 
goods,  and  other  similar  considerations.*  On  the  other 
hand,  fairness  to  the  shipper  requires  that  under  no  cir- 
cumstances should  he  be  forced  to  pay  a  rate  greater  than 
the  value  of  the  service  rendered  to  him  by  the  carrier, 
and  this  involves  a  determination  of  the  value  to  him 
individually  of  the  carriage,  and  also  of  the  cost  to  the 

*  83  Mich.  592,  47  N.  W.  480.  freight  earned  is  that  which  yields 

'  It  is  fallacious  to  place  reliance  lowest  rate  per  ton  per  mile.    In  re 

upon  ton-mile  earnings  as  basis  of  Advances  on  Coal  to  Lake  PortSy 

rate^naking;    much    of    profitable  22 1.  C.  C.  604. 
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carrier  of  the  particular  carriage.  It  is  obvious  that  all 
these  considerations,  which  taken  together  enter  into  a 
determination  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  separate  rate 
are  rather  vague,  and  that  it  will  in  the  ordinary  case  be  a 
matter  of  great  difficulty  to  determine  the  question  J 

§  229.  Schedule  as  a  whole  may  throw  light 

The  gross  income  from  the  schedule  as  a  whole  may, 
however,  be  considered  under  some  circiunstances  in 
determining  the  reasonableness  of  the  particular  rate." 
That  railroad  investments  may  be  as  secure  as  other 
property,  the  Commission  will  be  inclined  to  be  liberal  in 
allowing  reasonable  rates,  until  earnings  are  sufficiently 
large  for  a  fair  return  on  actual  expenditure.'  In  deter- 
mining reasonable  rates,  the  requirements  of  operating 
expenses,  bonded  debt,  fixed  charges,  and  dividend  on 
capital  stock  from  the  total  traffic,  are  all  to  be  considered; 
but  the  claim  that  any  particular  rate  is  to  be  measured 
by  these  as  a  fixed  standard,  below  which  the  rate  may  not 
lawfully  be  reduced,  is  one  rightly  subject  to  some  qualifi- 
cations, one  of  which  is  that  the  obligations  must  be  actual 
and  in  good  faith.  ^^  For  example  upon  investigation  of 
certain  advances  in  rates,  the  Commission  found  that 
measured  by  some  of  the  principal  tests  that  experience 
has  taught  it  to  apply — the  per  car  earnings,  the  rate  per 
ton  mile,  volume  and  value  of  traffic,  rates  from  and  to 
similar  points  moving  under  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions — the  advance  did  not  appear 
to  be  unreasonable.^^ 

^  On  DO  traffic,  except  it  be  lumber,  *Newland  v.  Northern  P.  R.  R., 

are  per  ton^^nile  earnings  more  help-  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  474,  6 1.  C.  C.  Rep. 

ful  in  the  determination  of  a  reason-  131. 

able  rate  than  on  grain.    In  re  Inye&-  ^  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food 

tigataon  of  Advances  in  Rates  on  Products,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  08,  4 

I,  21 1.  C.  C.  22.  I.  C.  C.  116. 


*  Jerome  Hill  Cotton  Co.  v.  Mis-         ^^In  re  Advances  on  Cement,  22 
souri,  K.  A  T.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.      I.  C.  C.  90. 
001. 
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§  230.  Bearing  of  tariff  as  a  whole. 

Under  the  power  given  in  the  Act  originally  to  pass  on 
the  question  of  reasonable  rates,  the  Commission  seldom 
had  to  consider  the  schedule  as  a  whole;  each  case  pre- 
sented to  the  Commission  was  that  of  a  particular  rate, 
and  the  considerations  which  determine  the  reasonableness 
of  a  particular  rate  are  seldom  those  which  determine  the 
reasonableness  of  the  entire  schedule  of  rates.  The  capital 
account  of  a  railroad  does  not  necessarily  furnish  a  cri- 
terion by  which  the  reasonableness  of  its  freight  rates  is  to 
be  determined;  and  if  the  capitalization  is  to  be  considered 
in  cases  involving  the  readjustment  of  rates,  it  must  be 
accompanied  by  a  history  of  the  capital  account."  The 
mere  fact  of  the  need  of  additional  revenue  to  meet 
additional  expenses  without  diminishing  net  income  does 
not  justify  an  advance  in  a  particular  rate.^'  The  financial 
necessities  and  conditions  of  a  carrier  are  not  controlling 
to  the  extent  that,  independent  of  other  circiunstances, 
any  rates  are  reasonable  until  the  earnings  are  sufficient 
to  operate  the  road,  and  meet  all  the  obligations  of  the 
carrier.  ^^  Among  the  considerations  to  be  weighed  in 
determining  what  is  a  reasonable  and  just  rate  are  in- 
cluded the  general  financial  and  physical  conditions  of  the 
carrier,  the  character  of  the  commodity  in  question, 
whether  it  constitutes  a  large  or  small  part  of  the  business 
of  the  carrier,  whether  it  is  economical  or  expensive  to 
handle,  how  it  compares  with  other  commodities  hauled, 
and,  as  evidencing  the  railroad's  own  judgment,  whether  a 
different  rate  has  been  in  effect  on  this  commodity  at  some 
time  or  other.  ^* 

§  231.  Rule  of  proportionality  in  sharing  costs. 
In  what  may  fairly  be  called  the  more  enlightened  cases 

^*  Grain  Shippers'  Asso.  v.  Illinois         ^*  Jerome  Hill  Cotton  Co.  v.  Mis- 
C.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  158.  souri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

"  Tift  V.  Southern  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.      601. 
Rep.  548.  ^*  Thompson  Lumber  Co.  ▼.  I.  C. 

C.  R.  R.  Co.,  13 1.  C.  C.  667. 
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it  is  now  appreciated  that  the  imposition  of  dispropor- 
tional  rates  is  in  itself  improper.  As  an  abstract  matter 
certainly  the  fairest  way  to  determine  the  cost  of  any 
particular  service  would  be  to  apportion  ratably  the  total 
disbursements  of  every  sort  to  the  various  items  of  traffic, 
and  so  to  arrive  at  proportionate  rates.  Theoretically,  it  is 
clear,  any  other  method  is  less  just  to  all  concerned.  In 
determining  what  is  a  reasonable  rate  for  services  ren- 
dered, it  is  hardly  proper  to  take  the  road  as  existing  and 
as  mamtained,  with  its  track  and  terminal  equipments, 
salaries  and  all  other  expenses,  and  to  regard  as  the  total 
cost  of  any  particular  service  merely  the  increased  ex- 
pense necessary  to  add  to  its  business  the  service  in  ques- 
tion; truly  the  cost  of  that  service  ought  to  include  its 
fair  share  of  the  interest  on  investments  and  of  the  gen- 
eral expenses.*'  Upon  principle,  therefore,  a  proportionate 
rate  should  be  established  for  each  article  of  traffic.  This 
rate  will  be  fixed  according  to  the  share  of  the  entire  bur- 
den of  charge  which  ought  reasonably  to  be  borne  by  that 
particular  article.*^  In  determining  the  reasonable  share 
of  the  burden  to  be  borne  by  an  article,  various  con- 
siderations must  be  weighed,  and  the  rate  when  finally 
established  will  be  determined  as  a  result  of  all  such  con- 
siderations. 


§  232.  Average  cost  always  modified. 

In  the  determination  of  rates  upon  the  basis  of  propor- 
tionality the  average  cost  of  service  must  play  an  impor- 
tant part.  The  ton-nule  cost  of  moving  freight  on  the 
railroad  in  question  must  be  considered  always.*^    But  the 


^  See  particularly,  Penngylvania 
Ry.  Co.  v.  Philadelphia  County,  220 
Pa.  St.  100,  eS  Atl.  676,  15  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  108. 

Fairest  test  of  reaaonableness  of 
rates  is  earnings  per  car-mile  and 
per  tniinHnile.  In  re  Advance  on 
Coal  to  Lake  Ports,  22  I.  C.  C.  604. 


"  See  particularly,  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission 
(Tex.),  116  S.  W.  795. 

Averages  are  helpful  in  determining 
proper  relation  of  rates  or  proper  basis 
for  their  construction.  Victor  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  222. 

*^See  particularly,  Atlantic  C.  L, 
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average  cost  of  service  is  at  best  only  a  standard  with 
which  to  make  comparisons.  As  a  practical  matter  some 
factors  are  present  in  every  particular  case  which  will 
either  raise  or  lower  the  actual  cost  in  its  relation  to  the 
average  cost.  Thus  the  establishment  of  a  ton-mile  rate 
as  a  standard  merely  brings  rates  down  to  the  narrowest 
point  of  scrutiny,  and  for  that  purpose  is  valuable;  but  it 
excludes  consideration  of  other  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions which  enter  into  the  making  of  rates,  no  matter  how 
compulsory  or  imperious  they  may  be,  and  it  cannot, 
therefore,  be  accepted  as  altogether  controlling  in  deter- 
mining the  reasonableness  of  rates.  ^®  A  particular  rate  is 
thus  the  resultant  of  many  factors.  While  there  are 
certain  economic  forces  which  must  be  recognized  as 
playing  a  legitimate  part  in  the  establishment  of  a  par- 
ticular rate,  it  is  the  oflSce  of  the  law  to  interfere  to  pre- 
vent the  working  out  of  these  forces  in  an  oppressive  way. 

§  233.  Application  of  both  tests  necessary. 

It  must  therefore  be  assiuned,  as  the  basis  of  further 
discussion,  that  not  only  is  it  desirable  that  the  company 
performing  the  service  should  have  a  fair  return,  but  that 
it  is  also  desirable  that  the  person  served  should  pay  no 
more  than  a  fair  price  for  the  service  rendered.  And  it 
must  be  recognized,  as  in  many  legal  situations,  that  both 
of  these  desirable  things  cannot  be  brought  about  in  a 
particular  case  very  often  to  their  full  extent;  but  that  it  is 
a  case  where  concession  must  be  made  from  each  principle. 
Rate  making  is  not  an  exact  science,  but  a  practical  prob- 


Ry.  Co.  V.  Florida,  203  U.  S.  256,  51 
L.  ed.  174,  27  Sup.  Ct.  108. 

The  fact  that  rates  upon  a  certain 
commodity  yield  revenue  per  ton 
mile  higher  than  the  average  upon 
aU  traffic  cannot  be  accepted  as 
conclusive  of  unreasonableness  of 
rates.  Coke  Producers'  Asso.  of 
Ck>nnell8ville  v.  B.  &  0.  R.  R.,  26 
I.  C.  C.  126. 


^*See  further  Seaboard  Air  Line 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Florida,  203  U.  S.  261, 
51  L.  ed.  175,  27  Sup.  Ct.  109. 

It  is  of  course  fundamental  that 
per  ton-mile  revenue  decreases  with 
increased  distance,  and  sweeping 
statements  as  to  mileage  comparisons 
are  always  subject  to  this  modificar 
tion.  Rates  on  Linseed  Oil,  26  I. 
G.  C.  265. 
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lem,  which  cannot  be  solved  without  some  compromising  of 
the  sort  thus  described.^  "Counsel  representing  the 
western  roads  in  the  progress  of  the  investigation  insisted 
that  the  rate  of  charges  which  a  road  may  justifiably  and 
reasonably  make  on  its  business  largely  depends  upon 
how  much  business  it  has  to  do,  and  that  the  much  greater 
tonnage  on  eastern  roads  indicated  the  much  higher  basis 
of  charges  necessary  to  be  made  and  which  might  reason- 
ably and  lawfully  be  made  on  western  roads;  that  every 
road  has  a  right  to  live  and  must  derive  from  the  business 
it  has  to  do  a  sufficient  income  to  meet  its  obligations, 
which  are  to  operate  its  road,  pay  interest  on  its  indebted- 
ness and  a  dividend  on  the  capital  stock;  and  that  any 
rates  which,  with  other  rates  on  the  same  road,  taken 
altogether,  do  not  yield  a  revenue  more  than  sufficient  for 
these  purposes,  are  neither  unreasonable  nor  unjust  to  the 
shipper.  We  have  already  shown  that  some  qualification 
need  be  made  to  the  rule  here  laid  down  as  the  measure 
of  reasonable  rates.  The  rule  insisted  upon  would  involve 
the  right  to  increase  rates  as  often  as  a  new  road  was 
built,  where  roads  were  already  ample  for  the  business. 
There  are  eight  roads  or  lines  carrying  between  Chicago 
and  Kansas  City;  a  less  number  might  do  the  business  as 
well  and  cheaper.  If  eight  more  were  built  the  rates  might 
need  to  be  doubled  if  all  roads  constructed  have  a  right 
to  such  income  as  will  meet  the  obligations  of  the  com- 
panies owing  them.^^ 

§  234.  Service  not  worth  usual  amount 

Conversely  the  managers  of  public  service,  who  are  on 
the  outlook  for  all  the  business  they  can  get  at  whatever 
price  the  business  will  bear,  claim  the  right  to  make 
extraordinary  reductions  to  those  of  then-  patrons  who 
find  the  service  of  less  value  to  them  than  it  would  be  to 
the  average  customer.     Thus  railroads  make  extraordi- 

»  Eansaa  v.  A.,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ry.,  27  "  The  quotation  is  from  Re  Freight 
L  C.  C.  673.  Rates  on  Food  Products,  3 1.  C.  C.  93, 
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narily  low  rates  for  certain  commodities  of  such  an  inferior 
grade  that  at  the  average  freight  rate  it  would  not  move 
at  all,  so  disproportionate  would  the  freight  charge  be  to 
its  actual  value.  Sometimes  the  railroads  go  further^  and 
make  a  lower  charge  to  these  who  are  going  to  utilize  the 
commodity  in  further  manufactures,  and  those  to  whom 
it  is  of  sufiScient  value  in  its  present  shape.  ^^  This  argu- 
ment in  itself  is  no  justification  for  making  disproportion- 
ate rates  against  other  members  of  the  public  who  have  no 
cheaper  substitute.  It  is  said  for  allowing  these  practices, 
that  provided  it  is  understood  that  no  business  shall  be 
done  unless  there  is  some  margin  above  the  bare  cost  of 
operation  such  additional  business  will  benefit  those  who 
must  pay  the  fixed  charges  to  some  extent  by  reducing  the 
average  cost  of  their  service.  It  should  be  noted,  however, 
that  no  court  has  ever  suggested  that  a  company  which 
neglected  its  opportunities  to  make  money  by  such  dis- 
criminating rates  was  doing  wrong.  ^' 

§  236.  Service  of  unusual  value. 

That  the  service  in  question  will  be  of  unusual  value  to 
the  particular  patron  is  no  reason  why  he  should  be  called 
upon  to  pay  more  than  any  other  member  of  the  public 
should  pay.  And  as  a  Federal  judge  recently  said,  if 
lumber  will  bear  the  advance,  that  is  no  reason  why  it 
should.  ^^  That  business  will  still  be  done  at  the  rate 
charged  is  no  evidence  that  it  is  not  unreasonable  when  a 
public  service  is  in  question,  although  doubtless  it  would 
be  in  the  case  of  a  private  business.^*  The  monopolistic 
conditions  which  characterize  public  employment  would 
result  in  extortionate  prices  being  possible,  while  m  a 

''  According  to  Hoover  v.  Pennsyl-  such  reductions  constitute  illegal  dis- 

vania  R.  R.  Co.,  156  Pa.  St.  220,  27  crimination. 

Atl.  282,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  43,  22  >«Tift  v.  Southern  Ry.  Ck).,  138 

L.  R.  A.  263,  such  reductions  may  Fed.  753. 

be  made.  **  Re  Proposed  Advances  in  Frei|^t 

"According  to   Lumber   Co.    v.  Rates,  9 1.  C.  C.  382. 
Raihx)ad,  136  N.  C.  479,  48  S.  E.  813, 
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private  business  the  asking  of  an  unreasonable  price  would 
simply  result  in  a  refusal  to  do  business,  since  the  party 
quoted  the  outrageous  price  could  resort  to  a  competitor. 
The  ordinary  postulates  of  political  economy  are  applicable 
only  to  private  businesses  where  the  law  of  competition 
prevails.  In  the  case  of  public  business  the  law  of  the 
land  must  be  invoked  to  keep  charges  down  to  a  reasonable 
level. 

Topic  D.    Bases  of  Regulation 

§  236.  Constitutional  limitations  upon  commission  regula- 
tion. 
For  a  time  after  the  passing  of  the  original  Act  there 
was  a  period  when  it  was  doubtful  how  far  Congress  had 
intended  to  go  in  dealing  with  rates;  but  the  Supreme 
Court  finally  decided  that  the  Commission  could  not  go  to 
the  length  of  fixing  rates.  ^  So  long  as  the  Commission 
only  had  power  to  investigate  the  reasonableness  of  rates 
brought  to  its  attention,  its  findings,  if  not  accepted  by 
the  carrier,  being  simply  prima  facie  evidence  in  proceedings 
subsequently  brought  in  the  court  for  the  enforcement  of 
its  orders,  the  question  of  the  constitutional  limitations 
upon  its  affirmative  authority  as  a  Commission  acting 
with  delegated  powers  did  not  arise.  ^  Since  1906,  as 
has  been  seen,  the  Commission  has  had  the  power  to 
fix  rates  in  place  of  the  rates  which  it  finds  open  to  con- 
demnation as  unreasonable.  And  the  basic  rule  of  oiu* 
constitutional  law  applies,  therefore,  that  to  declare  that 
the  findings  of  the  Commission  shall  be  taken  as  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  what  is  reasonable  in  the  premises  would 
be  withdrawing  ultimate  rights  fundamentally  guaranteed 
from  judicial  iaquiry,  which  cannot  be  done  under  oiu* 
system.^    It  follows  that,  ia  a  suit  ia  the  courts  to  enjoin 

*Intentate  Comineroe  CommiB-  Interstate   Commerce   Conmuaaiony 

Bkm  ▼.  Cmcimiati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  206  U.  8.  142,  51  L.  ed.  906,  27  Sup. 

Ry.,  167  U.  8.  479,  42  L.  ed.  243,  17  Gt.  648. 

Sop.  Ct.  896.  "  Hooker  v.  Interstate  Ckumnerce 

ff  Cmdnnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  R.  v.  Commission,  188  Fed.  242. 
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an  order  of  the  Commission  fixing  charges^  on  the  ground 
that  to  enforce  the  rates  fixed  would  result  in  what  would 
be  confiscation,  the  hearing  now,  may  include  the  taking 
and  consideration  of  evidence  other  than  produced  pre- 
viously.^ Only  very  recently,  therefore,  have  cases  got 
through  to  the  Supreme  Court,  involving  the  bases  upon 
which  the  rates  fixed  by  the  Commission  may  be  set 
aside;  but  on  the  list  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  court 
will  go  to  the  length  of  overruling  the  Commission,  the 
violation  of  the  guaranties  of  the  Constitution  by  action 
alleged  to  be  under  the  Act  leads  all  the  rest.  In  determin- 
ing whether  an  order  of  the  Commission  shall  be  suspended 
or  set  aside,  the  court  will  first  of  all  consider  all  relevant 
questions  of  constitutional  power  or  right.'"  And,  there- 
fore, an  order,  regular  on  its  face,  may  be  set  aside  if  it 
appears  that  the  rate  is  so  low  as  to  be  confiscatory  and 
in  violation  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  against  taking 
property  without  due  process  of  law.'^ 


§  237.  Reasonable  rates  not  necessarily  profitable. 

It  should  not  be  inferred  that  the  rule  that  regulation 
of  rates  shall  leave  a  fair  return  by  way  of  profit  is  without 
exception.  There  are  decisions  which  show  that  this  is 
not  an  inviolable  right.  A  recent  Florida  case  '*  will 
bring  this  out,  where  Mr.  Justice  Carter  said  of  a  plea 
that  at  the  rates  imposed  by  the  Commission  the  company 
would  not  make  a  fair  return  above  operating  expenses: 
''The  vice  in  this  method  of  pleading  lies  in  the  fact  that 
the  question  of  reasonableness  is  made  to  depend  upon 
the  capacity  of  the  rates  to  yield  a  net  income  over  and 


**  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
164  Fed.  645. 

"^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Union  P.  Ry.,  222  U.  S.  541, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  108. 

*^See  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry. 
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Co.,  231  U.  S.  736,  34  Sup.  Ct.  316. 
''State  V.  Seaboard  Air  Line,  48 
Fla.  129,  37  So.  314.  The  interests 
of  all  lines  must  be  considered  and 
not  alone  those  of  the  line  that  can 
handle  the  traffic  with  the  least  cost. 
Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  96. 
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above  the  cost  of  constructing  and  maintaining  the  road 
and  the  payment  of  fixed  charges,  whereas  circiunstances 
may  exist  under  which  rates  are  reasonable  which  do  not 
afford  a  net  income  above  the  cost  of  operation  and  taxes, 
or  the  cost  of  operation,  taxes  and  fixed  charges.  The 
returns  set  forth  a  few  elements  entering  into  the  ques- 
tion as  to  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  rate,  and  attempt 
to  make  these  elements  controlling;  whereas  the  conditions 
surroimding  the  operation  of  the  road  may  deprive  them 
of  controlling  force."  Consistent  with  this  general  con- 
ception is  the  contention  supported  by  some  cases  that 
transportation  for  particular  transits  may  be  required  to 
be  made  according  to  some  general  system  of  rates,  pro- 
ducing a  fair  return  for  the  system  as  a  whole,  although 
it  is  alleged  that  in  a  particular  instance  loss  will  result.'^ 


§  238.  When  fair  net  earnings  left. 

It  has  been  held  in  the  case  of  Minneapolis  and  St. 
Louis  Railroad  v.  Minnesota  '^  that  the  rate  on  a  single 
class  of  freight  may  be  reasonable,  though  it  is  more  or 
less  than  the  average  rate,  and  though  it  would,  if  ap- 
plied to  all  freight,  produce  more  or  less  than  a  fair 
return  to  the  railroad  company.  This  was  a  State  rate 
fixed  by  the  railroad  commission  and  attacked  as  con- 
fiscatory under  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  The  rail- 
road did  not  claim  that  the  reduction  of  this  rate  alone 
would  deprive  it  of  a  fair  return,  but  only  that  if  the 
reduced  rate  were  applied  to  all  freights  the  income  of  the 


■'Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Smith, 
60  Ark.  221,  29  S.  W.  752.  In  es- 
tablishing a  reasonable  rate  the 
strongest  line  should  not  alone  be 
considered;  the  necessities  of  a  line 
where  the  conditions  of  doing  busi- 
ness are  less  favorable  should  be  con- 
sidered. Spokane  v.  No.  P.  Ry.,  15 
I.  C.  C.  376. 

»<  186  U.  S.  257,  46  L.  ed.  1151, 
22  Sup.  Ct.  901. 


See  by  way  of  contrast  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad  v.  Philadelphia  Co., 
220  Pa.  St.  100,  68  AU.  576,  holding 
that  to  reduce  passenger  fares  so 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  profit 
left  in  that  branch  of  the  business 
was  going  too  far,  although  the  freight 
earnings  were  so  large  that  the  busi- 
ness as  a  whole  was  amply  profita- 
ble. 
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road  would  be  insufficient.  The  court  held  the  rate  legal, 
notwithstanding  this  fact,  saying  that  obviously  such  a 
reduction  could  not  be  shown  to  be  imreasonable  simply 
by  providing  that,  if  applied  to  all  classes  of  freight, 
it  would  result  in  an  unreasonably  low  rate.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  case  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
Stickney,'**  it  was  decided  that  a  carrier  under  the  Act 
as  amended  was  entitled  to  a  finding  by  the  Commission 
that  the  particular  charge  complained  of  was  unreason- 
able before  a  change  could  be  required.  Moreover,  as 
that  case  held,  a  charge  for  a  service  which  did  not  give 
the  carrier  more  than  a  fair  profit  for  performing  it,  was 
not  unreasonable.  For  the  Commission  to  attempt  to 
fix  a  new  rate  at  the  out  of  pocket  cost,  in  place  of  the 
existing  rate  which  included  a  profit  upon  the  service 
performed,  was  therefore  altogether  beyond  the  statutory 
limitations  upon  the  power  of  the  Commission.  Probably, 
however,  this  would  not  be  an  invasion  of  constitutional 
rights,  since  the  profits  of  the  company  taken  as  a  whole 
apparently  remained  sufficient. 

§  239.  Possibility  of  increase  of  business. 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  in  some  cases  that  re- 
duction ordered  in  rates  may  be  justifiable  if  it  appears 
certain  that  there  will  be  no  reduction  in  earnings  as  a 
result,  since  the  increased  business  consequent  upon  the 
lower  rate  might  more  than  make  good  that  loss,  although 
of  some  force  from  a  theoretical  point  of  view,  must  ob- 
viously be  acted  upon  in  an  actual  case  with  the  greatest 
caution.  This  was  one  of  the  many  matters  discussed  in 
the  important  case  of  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway 
V.  Dey.'*    Mr.  Justice  Brewer  disposed  of  it  in  this  wise: 

*"  215  U.  S.  98,  30  Sup.  Ct.  66.  upon  which  to  detennine  reasonable- 

The  fact  that  the  rate  on  a  par-  ness  of  rates.    Minneapolifi  Thresh- 

ticular  commodity  could  be  reduced  ing  Machine  Co.  v.  C,  St.  P.  M.  &  O. 

without  impairing  serioufily  the  reve-  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  189. 

nuee  of  the  carrier,  standing  alone,  "  35  Fed.  883,  1  L.  R.  A.  744  and 

has  little  value  and  forms  no  basis  note. 
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^'Again^  it  is  said  that  it  cannot  be  determined  in  advance 
what  the  effect  of  the  reduction  of  rates  will  be.  Often- 
times it  increases  business,  and  who  can  say  that  it  will 
not  in  the  present  case  so  increase  the  volume  of  business 
as  to  make  it  remimerative,  even  more  so  than  at  present. 
But  speculations  as  to  the  future  are  not  guides  for  judicial 
actions;  coiui»3  determine  rights  upon  existing  facts.  Of 
course,  there  is  always  a  possibility  of  the  future;  good 
crops  may  increase  transportation  business,  poor  crops 
reduce;  high  or  low  rates  may  likewise  affect;  but  the  only 
fair  judicial  test  is  to  apply  the  rates  to  the  business  that 
has  been  done  in  the  past,  and  see  whether,  upon  that 
basis,  such  rates  will  be  remunerative,  or  compel  the 
transaction  of  business  at  a  loss."  ^^ 

§  240.  Making  rates  compared  with  levying  taxes. 

It  is  a  common  statement  in  the  discussion  of  rate  mak- 
ing that  the  situation  is  the  same  as  in  the  levying  of 
taxes.  This  may  be  used  as  a  figure  of  speech  but  it  is 
loose  talk  at  best.  There  is  a  certain  truth  in  the  prin- 
ciple of  charging  more  against  valuable  goods  than  against 
cheap  goods,  as  has  been  conceded;  but  that  the  carrier 
can,  in  analogy  to  taxation,  throw  the  burden  upon  the 
more  valuable  goods  and  relieve  the  cheaper  goods  in 
direct .  proportion  to  their  respective  values  cannot  be  ad- 
mitted. The  duty  of  the  carrier  is  to  move  all  goods  at  a 
reasonable  price  for  the  service  rendered,  a  matter  not  to 
be  determined  upon  any  ad  valorem  basis.  The  wrong 
to  the  public  in  making  what  the  goods  will  bear  the  basis 
of  rates  is  well  pointed  out  in  the  succinct  quotation  which 
follows:  "It  is  not  a  question  of  what  the  traffic  will 
bear,  but  rather  of  what  the  public  should  bear.  Condi- 
tions are  such  that  this  rate  can  be  advanced  as  between 
the  people  who  pay  it  and  the  stockholders  who  receive 

''In  Central  of  Ga.  Ry.  Co.  v.  fixed  by  a  commission  unless  oon- 
McLendon,  157  Fed.  961,  it  was  held  vinoed  that  it  will  result  in  reduced 
that  a  court  will  not  retain  the  rate     revenue. 
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it.  Is  the  advance  right?  Every  question  as  to  the  reason- 
ableness of  a  rate  may  present  itself  in  two  aspects.  First, 
is  the  rate  reasonable,  estimated  by  the  cost  and  value  of 
the  service,  and  as  compared  with  other  commodities? 
second,  is  it  reasonable  in  the  absolute,  regarded  more 
nearly  as  a  tax  laid  upon  the  people  who  ultimately  pay 
that  rate?  The  considerations  which  determine  the  first 
of  these  aspects  are  of  but  little  weight  in  determining  the 
second.  Every  such  inquiry  involves  the  idea  of  some 
limit  beyond  which  the  capital  invested  in  railways  ou^t 
not  to  be  allowed  to  tax  other  species  of  property.  What 
is  that  limit,  and  how  can  it  be  fixed?"  ^ 

§  241.  Governmental  regulation  best  for  all  concerned. 

It  may  fairly  be  said  that  governmental  regulation,  pro- 
tecting both  the  pubhc-service  companies  and  the  people 
whom  they  serve,  ought  to  be  for  the  best  interests  of  all 
concerned,  if  it  is  a  policy  which  is  to  commend  itself  to 
sober  judgment.  "The  railways  of  our  country^  have  been 
aptly  said  to  constitute  the  arteries  of  the  national  life. 
The  public  ofiicial  or  other  person  who  would  grudge  to 
them  the  large  measure  of  prosperity  which  their  inestim- 
able services  to  the  country  deserve  is  as  short-sighted  as 
unpatriotic,  as  narrow  as  unjust.  While  this  is  true,  the 
mistakes  or  excesses  of  zeal  or  judgment  on  the  part  of 
railway  ofiicials  may  at  times  make  these  vast  enterprises, 
ordinarily  benevolent,  instrumentalities  of  grave  private 
wrong  and  communal  injury.  The  framers  of  the  Con- 
stitution, though  unconscious  of  the  indescribable  develop- 
ment in  the  intercommunication  of  the  people,  yet  'pro- 
phetic and  prescient  of  all  the  future  had  in  store,'  provided 
for  every  contingency  when  it  bestowed  upon  Congress 
the  tersely  expressed  but  elastic  power  'to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  States.' 
Congress  had  exercised  this  power,  and  the  righteous  orders 
of  the  great  commission  it  has  primarily  entrusted  with 

"  Re  Advances  in  Freight  Ratee,  9  I.  C.  G.  Rep.  382. 
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the  tremendous  duty  should  in  all  proper  cases  be  respected 
and  enforced  by  the  courts  of  the  country.  The  organic 
law  upon  which  this  power  in  Congress  and  in  the  courts 
is  founded  is  the  sure  guaranty  to  investors  in  trans- 
portation lines  against  the  assaults,  whether  of  the  agra- 
rian or  the  demagogue,  the  anarchist  or  the  mob.  While, 
on  occasion,  the  railway  company  or  other  corporation  may 
suffer  a  temporary  diminution  of  revenues  from  an  order 
of  this  character,  the  interest  of  the  public,  and  in  the 
end  the  interest  of  the  corporation  itself,  is  conserved. 
In  all  such  cases  the  general  welfare  should  control.  Sahts 
papfdi  est  suprema  lex.''  ^ 

§  242.  Inherent  difficulties  in  accommodating  all  tests. 

Whenever  the  reasonableness  of  a  particular  rate  charged 
for  a  particular  service  is  brought  in  question  there  will 
often  be  difficulties  in  accommodating  both  of  these  tests 
which  may  sometimes  seem  inseparable.  But  these 
difficulties  are  inherent  in  the  problem,  and  it  is  never 
justifiable  not  to  take  both  of  these  tests  into  accoimt  in 
passing  upon  a  particular  rate  in  its  relations  to  the 
schedule  as  a  whole.  A  good  illustration  of  the  way 
in  which  this  sort  of  problem  must  be  handled  may  be 
seen  in  the  extract  from  a  recent  case  before  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  which  follows:  ^  "It  is  further 
contended  in  behalf  of  the  defendants  that  lumber,  con- 
sidering its  character  and  all  the  conditions  incident  to  the 
services  rendered  in  its  transportation,  was  not,  at  the 
14-cent  rate  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  advance,  yielding 
its  proper  proportion  of  the  revenue  required  by  the 
defendants  to  meet  their  expenses — ^in  other  words,  that 
that  rate  as  applied  to  lumber  was  not  a  reasonable  rate, 
viewed  from  the  carrier's  standpoint,  in  that  it  was  not 
adequately  remunerative.    The  question  of  the  reasonable- 

*Speer,  District  Judge,  in  Inter-  ^Central  Yellow  Pine  Aasn.  v. 
state  Com.  Comm.  v.  Louisville  &  Illinois  C.  Ry.,  10  I.  G.  C.  Rep. 
N.  Ry.,  lis  Fed.  613.  530. 
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ness  in  this  sense  of  a  rate  on  a  single  article  of  traffic  is 
one  of  almost  insuperable  difficulty."  *^ 


§  243.  Conflicting  authorities  still  persist 

Charging  what  the  traffic  will  bear  will  always  prove 
the  easiest  way  to  get  the  proper  amount  of  money,  if  no 
legal  limitations  are  put  upon  this  distribution  of  the  bur- 
den. To  leave  the  distribution  of  the  burden  without  law, 
when  the  total  charge  is  restricted  by  law,  seems  almost 
stultification.  For  a  disproportionate  rate  to  a  particular 
customer  may  be  more  oppressive  than  a  system  which, 
although  somewhat  too  large  in  its  total  retmns,  was  one 
in  which  he  contributed  only  a  proportionate  share.  ^*  Of 
course,  on  actual  apphcation  neither  of  these  theories 
would  to-day  be  pushed  to  its  logical  extreme,  the  econ- 
omists would  profess  to  deplore  actual  extortion  in  an 
individual  charge;  the  lawyer  would  not  demand  exact 
distribution  of  the  burden.  Legal  restriction  to  some 
degree  is  admitted  by  the  economist;  economic  modi- 
fication is  recognized  to  some  extent  by  the  lawyer.  For 
practical  purposes  the  various  theories  may  be  thus  re- 
duced to  modifications  in  various  degrees  of  these  two 
persisting  theories.^* 


^^  Where  particular  rates  on  a 
particular  commodity  between  par- 
ticular points  are  challenged,  the 
question  of  net  earnings  on  the  par- 
ticular lines  involved  is  not  impor- 
tant, unless  it  be  shown  that  the 
margin  of  profit  is  so  small  on  the 
system's  business,  as  a  whole,  that  a 
reduction  in  the  particular  rates 
would  reduce  the  whole  income  be- 
low the  reasonable  profit  point. 
Board  of  Trade  of  Winston-Salem  v. 
N.  A  W.  Ry.  Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  12,  17. 


**A  definite  and  uniform  allot- 
ment of  funds  from  the  charge  im- 
posed for  the  movement  of  each 
character  of  traffic  to  provide  for 
interest,  dividends,  and  surplus  is 
not  proper.  In  re  Advances  on 
Coal  to  Lake  Ports,  22  I.  C.  C. 
604. 

**  A  prohibitive  rate  so  high  that 
traffic  would  not  move  usually  con- 
demns itself.  In  re  Investigation 
of  Advances  in  Rates  on  Cement, 
20  I.  C.  C.  588. 
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CHAPTER  VI 

BASIS  OF   CAPITAL   CHARGES 

§  260.  Provifflons  of  the  Act. 
261.  Various  theories  as  to  proper  capitaluatioii. 

Topic  A.  Original  Cost 

§  262.  Actual  investment  entitled  to  return. 

263.  Cost  of  proper  facilities. 

264.  What  is  the  actual  cost. 

266.  Cost  enhanced  by  fraudulent  contract. 

266.  Construction  now  thought  unwise. 

267.  Equipment  long  since  superseded. 

268.  Portion  of  plant  not  now  utilized. 

269.  Treatment  of  outside  investments. 

260.  Allowance  for  unremunerative  betterments. 

261.  Contributions  made  by  the  State. 

Topic  B.  Outstanding  CapitdUtatian 

i  262  CiH>italization  outstanding. 

263.  Nominal  capitalization. 

264.  Stock  issues  often  deceptive. 

266.  Bonded  indebtedness  beyond  present  values. 

266.  Market  value  of  securities. 

267.  Securities  issued  upon  reorganization. 

268.  Capitalization  authorized  by  public  authorities. 
260.  The  problem  of  watered  stock. 

270.  Property  acquired  from  surplus  earnings. 

271.  Inquiry  into  foregone  profits. 

272.  Existing  capitalization  hardly  excessive. 

Topic  C.  Present  Value 

i  273.  Power  to  set  aside  a  statutory  rate. 
274.  Constitutional  requirements. 
276.  Original  cost  as  affecting  present  value. 

276.  Going  value. 

277.  Franchise  values. 

278.  Purchase  value. 

279.  Tax  appraisals. 

280.  Development  cost. 

281.  Capitalized  rights. 

282.  Governmental  valuations. 
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§  283.  Treatment  of  unearned  increment. 
284.  Valuation  of  utilized  realty. 

Topic  D,  Cast  of  Reproduction 

§  285.  Rule  of  the  Minnesota  courts. 

286.  Methods  of  Texas  commission. 

287.  The  federal  courts  opposed. 

288.  Explanation  of  the  California  decisionB. 

289.  Condition  of  the  plant  itself. 

290.  What  physical  reproduction  means. 

291.  Identical  reproduction. 

292.  Intervening  conditions. 

293.  Piece-meal  construction. 

294.  Overhead  charges. 

295.  Unit  prices. 

296.  Cost  of  building  up  the  business. 

§  260.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  Commission  had  nothing  directly  to  do  with  the 
determination  of  the  value  of  the  capital  devoted  to  the 
service  of  the  pubhc,  by  the  carriers  subject  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion, until  the  Valuation  Act  of  1913  was  passed;  and 
since  all  the  items  of  value  which  seem  to  be  of  interest 
are  set  forth  in  one  way  or  another  in  this  Amendment, 
extracts  from  Section  19a  are  printed  at  the  beginning  of 
this  chapter.  Additions  to  capital  currently  have  long 
been  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  over  ac- 
counts, as  will  appear  from  the  quotations  from  the  pro- 
visions requiring  returns  to  be  made  thereof,  extracts  from 
which  will  be  reprinted  subsequently.  By  the  Valuation 
Act  the  Commission  is  required  to  investigate,  ascertain, 
and  report  the  value  of  all  the  property  owned  or  used 
by  every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  The  Commission  shall  make  an  inventory  which 
shall  list  the  property  of  every  common  carrier  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  in  detail,  and  show  the  value 
thereof  as  hereinafter  provided,  and  shall  classify  the 
physical  property,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  in  conformity 
with  the  classification  of  expenditures  for  road  and  equip- 
ment, as  prescribed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion: First,  the  original  cost  to  date,  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
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tion  new,  the  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation,  and  an 
analysis  of  the  methods  by  which  these  several  costs  are 
obtained,  and  the  reason  for  their  differences,  if  any. 
Second,  separately  from  improvements  the  original  cost  of 
ri^ts  of  way  and  terminals  owned  or  used  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  common  carrier,  and  ascertained  as  of  the  time 
of  dedication  to  public  use,  and  the  present  value  of  the 
same,  and  separately  the  original  and  present  cost  of 
condemnation  and  damages  or  of  purchase  in  excess  of 
such  original  cost  or  present  value.  Third,  separately  the 
property  held  for  purposes  other  than  those  of  a  common 
carrier,  and  the  original  cost  and  present  value  of  the 
same,  together  with  an  analysis  of  the  methods  of  valuation 
employed.  Fourth,  in  ascertaining  the  original  cost  to 
date  of  the  property  of  such  common  carrier  the  Commis- 
sion, in  addition  to  such  other  elements  as  it  may  deem 
necessary,  shall  investigate  and  report  upon  the  history 
and  organization  of  the  present  and  of  any  previous  corpo- 
ration operating  such  property  and  upon  any  increases  or 
decreases  of  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  securities,  in  any 
reorganization.  Fifth,  the  amount  and  value  of  any  aid, 
gift,  grant  of  right  of  way,  or  donation,  made  to  any  such 
common  carrier,  or  to  any  previous  corporation  operating 
such  property,  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or 
by  any  State,  county,  or  municipal  government,  or  by 
individuals,  associations,  or  corporations.  The  scope  of  these 
provisions  of  the  Act  is  discussed  at  large  in  Chapter  XX. 

§  261.  Various  theories  as  to  proper  capitalization. 

In  order  to  decide  upon  what  principles  the  amount  of 
capital  devoted  to  a  public  service,  and  therefore  entitled 
to  a  return,  is  to  be  estimated  it  is  important  to  examine 
the  various  theories  which  have  been  brought  forward  for 
determinii^  what  amount  is  proper.  There  is  as  yet  no 
real  agreement  among  the  authorities  which  have  dealt 
with  this  problem;  but  it  is  desirable  that  some  theory 
should  be  foimd  with  a  sufficient  preponderance  to  be  taken 
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as  a  working  basis  in  a  given  situation.  For  without  a 
basic  theory  as  to  proper  capitalization,  rate  regulation  is 
virtually  impossible;  since  unless  the  charges  for  return  on 
capital  are  determined/  it  cannot  be  told  whether  the 
receipts  from  any  given  business  are  excessive  or  not. 
Many  theories  as  to  proper  capitalization  have  been 
advanced  at  different  times;  and,  indeed,  each  of  them  still 
has  some  advocates  at  the  present  time.  But,  various  as 
these  are,  they  may  be  reduced  to  four.  Thus  (1)  the 
outstanding  capitalization  is  by  a  few  still  regarded  as 
sacred;  while  at  the  other  extreme  are  those  who  refer 
everything  to  what  mi^t  be  shown  to  be  (2)  the  bare  cost 
of  substantial  reproduction  at  the  present  moment.  But 
to  most  persons  both  of  these  standards  seem  essentially 
unfair,  either  to  the  company  concerned  or  to  the  public 
served.  And  the  real  controversy  it  is  submitted  is  be- 
tween the  two  remaining  theories,  (3)  the  original  cost  of  the 
property  in  question  to  its  owners,  or  (4)  the  fair  value  of  the 
property  at  the  present  time.  It  will  be  seen  that,  al- 
thou^  these  amounts  may  sometimes  nearly  approximate 
each  other,  there  is  such  an  inherent  difference  between 
these  cases  that  one  or  the  other  must  ultimately  be 
adopted  in  a  particular  case. 

Topic  A.    Original  Cost 

§  262.  Actual  investment  entitled  to  return. 

Actual  cost  properly  considered  is  the  most  natural,  and 
in  many  respects  the  fairest,  single  basis  for  the  determina- 
tion of  fair  value  for  rate  purposes.*^  A  fundamental 
principle  of  public  service  regulation  is  that  since  the  pub- 
lic service  corporation  devotes  its  property  to  a  public  use, 
it  may  consequently  be  required  to  render  the  service  at 
reasonable  rates  of  charge.  Rates  of  charge  to  be  reason- 
able may  not  be  in  excess  of  the  fair  value  of  the  service, 

«^  A  schedule  of  rates  that  enables     v.  BuUer  Water  Co.,  179  Pa.  St.  231, 
the  company  to  realize  no  more  than      36  Atl.  249,  36  L.  R.  A.  260. 
this  is  reasonable  and  just.    Brymer 
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and  may  not  be  higher  than  necessary  to  produce  a  fair 
return  on  the  property  devoted  to  a  public  use.  This  is 
undoubtedly  in  the  first  instance,  at  least,  the  money  that 
the  company  has  actually  and  necessarily  invested,  i.  e., 
the  actual  cost.  As  a  general  working  principle  the  Com- 
missions generally  hold  that  the  original  investment,  or  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  as  to  that^  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion, which  probably  reflects  the  original  investment  more 
accurately  than  anything  else,  may  be  taken  as  of  primary 
importance;  but  neither  can  be  controlling  as  to  the  final 
conclusion,  and  all  available  information  should  be  con- 
sidered, and  given  such  weight  as  is  proper  in  the  case 
imder  consideration.^^  It  is  submitted,  at  all  events,  that 
this  rule  that  a  return  may  be  based  upon  the  total  in- 
vestment made  in  the  construction  of  the  plant  from 
first  to  last,  with  certain  lunitations,  may  be  adopted  not 
unreasonably  by  a  public-service  company  in  making  up  its 
own  schedule  of  rates;  and  it  would  seem  to  follow  that 
this  should  be  the  basis  upon  which  a  Commission  would 
be  inclined  to  act,  if  given  a  free  hand  by  the  courts. 

§  263.  Cost  of  proper  facilities. 

The  ultimate  test  of  reasonableness  with  the  carrier 
itself  is  based  upon  the  return  for  the  use  of  its  equip- 
ment and  facilities.^  If  the  carriers  are  to  equip  them- 
selves with  cars,  motive  power,  tracks,  and  terminals  so 
as  to  meet  the  demand  for  transportation,  the  shipping 
public  should  pay  interest  upon  that  investment,  and  for 
the  maintenance  of  these  faciUties.^^  Thus  rates  were 
held  not  unreasonable  in  a  recent  case,  when  the  net 
earnings  on  heater  cars  were  apparently  no  more  than  a 
just  return  upon  the  value  of  those  cars.^    But  state- 

^Thfi  original   cost   of   carrier's  *  National  Hay  Asso.  v.  M.  C. 

pfoperty  devoted  to  public  use  is  an  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  34. 

element  in  determining  reasonable-  '^  In  re  Mine  Ratings,  25  I.  C.  C. 

nesB  of  rate.    Portland  Chamber  of  286. 

Gcxnmerce  v.  O.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  19  ^  In  re  Advances  on  Potatoes,  25 

L  C.  C  265.  I.  C.  C.  169. 
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ments  of  increased  cost  of  transportation  by  reason  of 
higher  price  of  equipment  can  have  little  weight,  when 
presented  in  the  abstract,  with  no  attempt  to  consider 
corresponding  reductions  resulting  from  greater  efficiency.  *• 
A  new  line  ought  to  be  worth  what  it  cost;  and  it  ought, 
therefore,  to  be  allowed  to  earn  a  fair  return  upon  that 
amount  if  properly  shown,  without  interference  from  the 
regulating  authorities.^  And  the  Commission  is  very 
ready  to  recognize  the  protection  due,  under  normal  cir- 
cumstances, to  the  owners  of  the  property  devoted  to 
public  use.** 

§  264.  What  is  fhe  actual  cost 

The  question  of  what  constitutes  the  actual  cost  of  the 
plant  was  raised  and  much  discussed  in  an  important 
case  decided  in  Massachusetts  not  long  ago.*^  A  statute 
gave  the  plaintiff  town  a  right  to  take  the  corporate 
property  of  the  defendant  company  on  payment  of  the 
actual  cost  with  interest.  The  town  exercised  the  right, 
and  this  suit  was  brought  to  determine  the  actual  cost. 
The  court  held  in  the  litigation  which  followed  that  the 
actual  cost  mentioned  in  the  statute  was  the  actual  cost 
of  the  plant  to  the  company;  and  this  cost  they  held  to  be 
the  amount  actually  paid  to  the  contractor  by  the  com- 
pany, although  the  contractor  had  done  the  work  under 
a  rather  peculiar  contract  which  yielded  him  a  somewhat 
unusual  profit.  Mr.  Justice  Loring  said  in  part:  ''It  is 
argued  by  the  town  that  this  result  amounts  to  substituting 
market  value  for  actual  cost,  and  actual  cost  excludes 
everything  in  the  nature  of  a  profit.  It  is  true  that  actual 
cost  excludes  everything  in  the  nature  of  a  profit;  but  what 
is  actual  cost  to  the  company  includes  a  profit  to  the  con- 
tractor, just  as  what  is  actual  cost  to  the  contractor  in- 

«  Hormel  &  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  ^^  Detroit  Switching  CSuu-geB,  28 

Ry.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  112.  I.  C.  C.  4d4. 

"Spokane  v.   N.   P.   R.   R.,    19         "  180  Mass.  325,  62  N.  E.  256. 
I.  C.  C.  162. 
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eludes  a  profit  to  the  merchants  of  whom  he  buys  his 
material."  " 

§  266.  Cost  enhanced  by  fraudulent  contract 

It  is  clear  that,  if  the  contract  is  collusively  made  with 
the  contractor,  the  company  cannot  rely  on  the  contract 
price  as  the  bona  fide  cost  of  the  plant.  If,  for  instance, 
the  owners  of  the  public  service  company  should,  either 
individually  or  through  an  independent  corporation,  such 
as  a  construction  company,  owned  by  them,  make  a  con- 
tract for  the  payment  of  an  extravagant  price  for  doing 
the  work,  it  would  doubtless  be  necessary  to  go  behind  the 
form,  and  find  the  sum  actually  expended  in  the  con- 
struction.^^ But  it  will  be  assumed,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence,  that  the  contract  was  made  in  good  faith  and 
without  any  ulterior  motives.  But  where  securities  are 
issued  as  bonuses  or  without  any  regard  to  cost  they 
furnish  neither  a  measure  nor  guide  to  the  value  of  the 
property.  In  one  case  ^^  the  United  States  Supreme  Coiu't 
pointed  out  that  against  a  piece  of  construction  costing 
not  more  than  $124,000  securities  aggregating  $325,000 
were  given  to  the  contractor.  It  is  perhaps  unnecessary 
to  say,  remarked  the  court,  that  the  contracts  were  made 
by  the  company  with  persons  who  at  that  time  controlled 
its  voting  power. 

§  256.  Construction  now  thought  unwise. 

It  may  turn  out  in  some  cases  that  some  parts  of  the 
plant  will  prove  of  little  value  in  the  working  of  the  system 
at  a  later  time.  In  fairness  it  would  seem  that  in  such 
cases  the  question  should  be  whether  the  expenditure 
seemed  wise  at  the  time  it  was  made;  if  so,  that  expendi- 
ture should  be  considered  like  any  other.     It  is  still  a 

■*  See  to  the  same  efiPect,  Gloucester  680,  31  L.  ed.  841,  8  Sup.  Ct.  148. 

Water  Go.  v.  Gloucester,  179  Mass.  **  KnoxviUe   v.   Knoxville   Water 

365,  lao  N.  E.  977.  Co.,  212  U.  S.  1,  53  L.  ed.  371,  29 

**  See  Dow  v.  Biedelman,  125  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  148. 
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question  on  the  authorities  whether  the  stockholders 
themselves  must  not  bear  the  burdens  of  earlier  misfor- 
tunes of  railroads  instead  of  present  shippers."  If  a  cheaper 
mode  of  construction  was  deliberately  chosen  with  the 
knowledge  that  it  must  later  be  superseded,  the  Commis- 
sion will  not  permit  both  the  money  expended  in  rectifying 
the  line  and  the  original  cost  to  be  charged  as  capital 
against  the  shipping  pubUc.^^  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
money  may  fairly  be  said  to  have  been  judiciously  ex- 
pended at  the  outset,  it  would  seem  that,  although  it 
is  now  seen  that  the  expenditure  might  have  been  more 
wisely  made,  the  capital  charge  should  fairly  remain.^ 
If  to-day  by  the  preponderance  of  expert  opinion  a  better 
way  of  laying  out  a  system  might  have  been  followed,  it 
stiU  may  be  true  that  the  construction  seemed  wise  at  the 
time  it  was  done.*® 

§  257.  Equipment  long  since  superseded. 

The  extreme  form  of  this  problem  relates  to  superseded 
equipment.  Take  the  case  of  a  street  railway  which  is 
constructed  as  a  horse  railway,  then  at  great  expense  is 
changed  to  a  cable  road,  then  later  at  still  greater  expense 
is  converted  to  an  electric  road,  and  then  is  obliged  by 
statute  to  build  a  subway  and  place  its  tracks  underground. 
It  may  have  happened  that  all  these  expenditures  were 
provided  for  by  the  raising  of  new  capital  for  which  se- 
curities are  still  outstanding.  Would  it  be  outrageous  to 
ask  that  some  retiuix  on  this  capital  should  still  constitute 
a  charge  upon  the  present  concern?  In  several  cases  some 
respect  has  been  paid  to  this  capitaUzation  long  after  its 
tangible  results  have  disappeared,  notably  in  Milwaukee 
Electric    Railway    &    Light    Co.    v.    Milwaukee,^®   where 

•«  Meeker  &  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R.  R.         » Wilkes-Barre  v.   Spring  Brook 
Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  129.  Water  Co.,  4  Lack.  (Pa.)  Leg.  News, 

"  Kansas  City  So.  Ry.  v.  United      367. 
States,  231  U.  S.  433,  34  Sup.  Ct.         »  See  Capital  City  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
125.  Des  Moines,  72  Fed.  829. 

»  87  Fed.  677. 
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District  Judge  Seaman  allowed  $2,000;000  in  addition  to 
the  actual  value  of  the  present  properties,  making  an 
allowance  for  the  necessary  and  reasonable  investment  in 
the  purchase  of  the  old  lines  and  equipments,  which  were 
indispensable  to  the  contemplated  improvement,  and  for 
the  large  investment  arising  out  of  the  then  comparatively 
new  state  of  the  art  of  electric  railways  for  a  large  system.*^ 

§  268.  Portion  of  plant  not  now  utilized. 

As  to  such  portion  of  the  plant  as  is  not  utilized  at  all 
in  the  present  operation,  the  problem  is  more  difficult 
still.  If  this  is  being  held  in  condition  to  operate  in 
emergencies,  which  are  not  altogether  improbable,  it  would 
seem  plain  in  analogy  to  the  decisions  just  discussed  that 
it  may  be  included.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  is  not  de- 
voted to  any  present  use,  then  it  should  be  plain  that 
allowance  should  not  be  made  for  it  in  estimating  the  cost. 
In  this  case  property  no  longer  of  any  use  should  be 
carried  m  a  separate  account,  as  property  should  be  which 
is  being  held  for  use  in  the  remote  future.  In  accordance 
with  these  distinctions  a  Federal  court  •^  has  allowed  for 
old  gas  works  superseded  but  held  in  reserve,  while  the 
Minnesota  court  ^^  refused  to  consider  large  tracts  of  land 
held  for  possible  fut\u*e  freight  terminals.  These  decisions 
are  not  necessarily  inconsistent.  The  plant  in  the  first 
case  would  be  by  most  business  men  regarded  as  suffi- 
ciently devoted  to  the  immediate  business,  while  the  land 
in  the  second  case  is  plainly  being  carried  more  as  a 
speculation.  Business  men  would  demand  a  business 
profit  on  the  whole  plant  in  the  first  case,  but  they  might 
well  be  content  to  carry  without  profit  unimproved  lands, 
relying  upon  the  appreciation  of  the  property  for  their 
ultimate  profit. 

•1  See  also  Metropolitan  Trust  Co.         •>  Capital   City   Gaslight   Co.   y. 
V.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  00      Des  Moines,  72  Fed.  829. 
Fed.  683.  •*  Steenerson  v.  Gt.  Northern  Ry., 

69  Minn.  353, 72  N.  W.  713. 
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§  259.  Treatment  of  outside  investments. 

In  determining  whether  rates  for  transportation  are  fair, 
any  other  business  of  the  corporation  than  carriage  should 
be  excluded,  both  as  to  capital  and  operation.  This  was 
so  well  worked  out  by  the  Ck>nmiission  in  the  Great 
Northern  case  as  to  be  worth  restatement  here.  Ore 
properties  belonging  to  defendant  carrier  were  transferred 
to  an  independent  company,  in  exchange  for  certificates 
entitling  the  holders  thereof  to  participate  in  the  profits 
of  said  company.  These  certificates  were  tinned  over 
gratis  to  the  shareholders  of  defendant;  and  it  was  held 
that,  upon  a  question  of  reasonableness  of  rates,  this 
fact  could  not  be  urged  to  deny  the  right  of  the  share- 
holders to  receive  a  reasonable  income  on  their  stock. 
The  idea  of  the  Commission  was  that,  where  the  coal 
lands  owned  by  a  carrier  are  leased  to  an  independent 
company,  which  made  a  profit  out  of  their  operation,  the 
carrier  should  not  be  permitted  to  use  the  value  of  such 
property,  for  the  piurpose  of  swelling  the  amount  upon 
which  it  may  demand  an  income  from  rates  to  be  paid 
by  the  pubUc.**  In  a  recent  case  of  importance  in  the 
Supreme  Court,*^  it  was  held  that  the  Commission  might 
compel  carriers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  to  report 
upon  financial  operations  in  other  lines  of  activity  than 
those  subject  to  the  Act.  Thus  the  investment  in  amuse- 
ment parks,  if  conducted  imder  the  same  auspices  as 
carriage  to  and  from  the  park,  and  the  profits  from  its 
operation,  must  be  reported,  in  order  that  the  Commis- 
sion may  be  sure  there  has  been  no  juggling  of  accounts, 
in  reporting  upon  the  investments  in  facilities  for  inter- 
state commerce  and  the  profits  derived  therefrom. 

§  260.  Allowance  for  tmremimerative  betterments. 

It  has  strenuously  been  insisted  of  late  by  counsel  that 

•*  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry,,  16      sion  v.  Goodrich  Transit  Co.,  224 
I.  C.  C.  376.  U.  S.  194,  66  L.  Ed.  729,  32  Sup.  Ct. 

'^  Interstate  Commerce   Commis-     436. 
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railroads  are  being  required  to  depend  large  sums  in  cer- 
tain classes  of  improvements  which  do  not  add  to  the 
revenue-earning  capacity  of  the  property.  Instances  are 
the  erection  of  expensive  passenger  stations  in  large 
terminals,  the  abolition  of  grade  crossings,  the  elevation  of 
tracks  through  towns  and  cities,  the  adoption  of  safety 
appliances  and  the  like.  There  is  a  pubUc  demand  for 
these  improvements,  which  often  takes  the  form  of  a 
legislative  enactment  or  a  municipal  ordinance;  and  it  is 
said  that  the  pubUc  which  demands  all  this  should  expect 
to  pay  for  the  improvement.  It  is,  perhaps,  not  a  solution 
of  the  question  to  say  simply  that  such  property  is  en- 
titled to  its  return,  along  with  other  property.  It  may  be 
necessary  to  isolate  this  property,  and  permit  of  the  grad- 
ual amortization  of  this  form  of  investment,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  sums  thus  set  aside  shall  not 
ultimately  be  capitalized.  While  it  is  reasonable  to  say 
that  such  rates  may  be  charged  as  will  permit  the  ac- 
ciunulation  of  a  fimd  to  take  care  of  charges  of  this  sort, 
the  Commission  has  indicated  that  it  feels  that  the  stock- 
holders must  expect  to  forego  something  by  way  of 
dividend  to  this  end. 

§  261.  Contributions  made  by  the  State. 

Another  difficult  problem  arises  from  the  fact  that  in 
many  instances  the  property  of  the  company  in  question 
represents  in  part  contributions  by  the  State.  The  Govern- 
ment may  have  given  the  company  the  land  for  its  right 
of  way,  or  it  may  have  made  contributions  in  cash  out 
of  which  properties  have  been  purchased.  It  is  argued 
strongly  in  some  quarters  that  only  the  property  in  which 
the  company  has  invested  funds,  and  not  that  part  which 
has  been  donated  by  the  government  should  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  reasonable  rates.  It  may  be  true 
that  actual  title  and  possessions  are  not  always  conclusive. 
The  determination  of  a  reasonable  rate  is  ultimately  based 
upon  the  public  poUcy,  which  may  demand  that  certain 
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property  to  which  the  company  has  no  title  should  be 
included,  and  certain  other  property  to  which  the  company 
has  title  should  be  excluded.  It  may  well  be  that  the 
actual  investment  on  the  part  of  the  company  that  is 
entitled  to  consideration,  regardless  of  mere  title  or 
possession.  Take  the  case  of  grade  separations,  for  exam- 
ple, should  any  difference  be  made  between  expenditures 
for  a  bridge  over  the  right  of  way  belonging  to  the  railroad 
and  the  raised  approaches  on  the  pubUc  highway.  If  the 
company  has  had  to  stand  the  whole  cost,  it  should  have  a 
return  on  all;  if  it  has  had  to  pay  only  60%,  should  it 
have  a  return  on  more?  At  all  events,  one  can  no  longer 
feel  safe  in  maintaining  that  all  property  devoted  to  public 
service  must  always  be  protected,  without  stoppmg  to 
reason  why.  The  truth  of  the  matter,  whether  we  like  it 
or  not,  is  that  such  property  is  held  at  the  disposal  of  the 
public  on  such  terms  as  the  public  thinks  fair. 

Topic  C.    Outstanding  CapitalizaMan 

§  262.  Capitalization  outstanding. 

If  stock  is  issued  for  no  real  consideration,  or  for  more 
than  the  actual  consideration  received,  it  clearly  cannot 
be  taken  as  any  indication  of  the  capital.  This  was 
vigorously  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  in  the  leading  case 
of  Smyth  v.  Ames:^  ''It  cannot,  therefore,  be  admitted 
that  a  railroad  corporation  maintaining  a  highway  imder 
the  authority  of  the  State  may  fix  its  rates  with  a  view 
solely  to  its  own  interests,  and  ignore  the  rights  of  the 
public.  The  rights  of  the  pubUc  would  be  ignored  if 
rates  for  the  transportation  of  persons  or  property  on  a 
railroad  are  exacted  without  reference  to  the  fair  value  of 
the  property  used  for  the  public  or  the  fair  value  of  the 
services  rendered,  but  in  order  simply  that  the  corporation 
may  meet  operating  expenses,   pay  the  interest  on  its 

''Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,      of  Mr.  Justice  Moody  in  Knozville 
42  L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418.  v.  Knoxville  Water  Co.,  212  U.  S. 

And  see  particularly  the  language      1,  53  L.  ed.  371,  29  Sup.  Ct.  148. 
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obligations,  and  declare  a  dividend  to  stockholders.  If  a 
railroad  corporation  has  bonded  its  property  for  an  amount 
that  exceeds  its  fair  value,  or  if  its  capitalization  is  largely 
fictitious,  it  may  not  impose  upon  the  pubUc  the  burden  of 
such  increased  rates  as  may  be  required  for  the  purpose  of 
realizing  profits  upon  such  excessive  valuation  or  fictitious 
capitalization;  and  the  apparent  value  of  the  property  and 
franchises  used  by  the  corporation,  as  represented  by  its 
stocks,  bonds,  and  obligations,  is  not  alone  to  be  con- 
sidered when  determining  the  rates  that  may  be  reasonably 
charged."  ^ 

§  263.  Nominal  capitalizatioiL 

Little  if  any  weight,  therefore,  is  to  be  attached  to  the 
nominal  capitalization  of  the  company,  even  although  these 
shares  may  now  be  in  the  hands  of  innocent  holders.  For 
these  holders  purchased  with  imputed  knowledge  of  the 
public  service  law  by  which  the  State  may  reduce  the  rates 
without  unconstitutionaUty  to  a  point  where  they  will 
yield  no  more  than  a  fair  retimi  upon  actual  values.  The 
rule  that  nominal  capitalization  is  inconclusive  in  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  vaUdity  of  a  reduction  of  rates  is  put 
strongly  in  another  case®*  before  the  C!oinmission,  where 
Commissioner  Prouty  said:  ''The  mere  capital  account  of  a 
railroad  does  not  furnish  a  conclusive  basis  by  which  to 
adjust  the  amoimt  of  its  earnings,  for  the  reason,  among 
others,  that  the  capitalization  of  the  railroads  of  the 
United  States  does  not  represent  the  actual  amount  of 
money  invested  in  the  properties,  nor  the  actual  value  of 
the  properties  themselves  from  any  standpoint.  There  is  a 
continual  temptation  to  increase  the  liabilities  of  a  railroad 
company  without  any  corresponding  increase  in  actual 
value.    Whatever  of  wastefulness  or  mismanagement  there 

''There  may,  therefore,  be  values  of    rate.      National    Lumber    Ex- 

whidi  are  not  represented  by  capi-  porters'  Asso.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S. 

taluation.   In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  216. 
Western  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  307.  ^  Grain  Shippers'  Assn.  v.  Illinbis 

Cost  of  construction  as  measure  C.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  158. 
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may  have  been  in  the  construction  or  antecedent  history 
of  the  raiboad,  whatever  of  jobbeiy  or  of  thieveiy,  even, 
is  apt  to  find  its  way  into  the  capital  account  until  it  is 
eliminated  by  some  process  of  reorganization.  In  the 
reorganization  itself,  the  capitalization  has  no  relation 
ordinarily  to  the  actual  value  of  the  property,  but  is  made 
to  depend  upon  the  convenience  or  even  the  whim  of 
those  who  manipulate  the  reorganization  scheme.  To  make 
the  capital  account  of  our  railroads  the  measure  of  their 
legitimate  earnings  would  place,  as  a  rule,  the  corporation 
which  has  been  honestly  managed  from  the  outset  under 
enormous  disadvantages."  •• 

§  264.  Stock  issues  often  deceptive. 

Those  who  examine  into  these  questions  even  in  the 
most  superficial  manner  are  soon  convinced  of  one  thing, 
and  that  is  that  the  outstanding  stock  issues  do  not  neces- 
sarily constitute  a  proper  basis  for  the  capital  charge.  This 
contention  was  well  disposed  of  by  the  Commission  in 
a  proceeding  respecting  certain  rates  of  the  Southern 
Railway;^"  a  part  of  his  opinion  follows:  "The  Southern 
Railway  shows  that  in  the  year  1899  it  earned  nothing 
upon  its  $120,000,000  of  common  stock,  and  urges  that 
any  order  of  this  Commission  which  depletes  the  revenues 
of  that  company  deprives  the  owners  of  this  stock  of  their 
property  without  due  process  of  law.  This  common 
stock  was  issued  as  a  part  of  a  reorganization  scheme 
under  which  the  Southern  Railway  Company  came  into 
existence.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  persons  to  whom 
this  stock  was  originally  issued  ever  paid  one  dollar  in 
actual  value  for  it.  It  simply  appears  that  the  stock  is 
outstanding.  This  is  not  enough.  Something  more  is 
needed  when  a  claim  of  this  kind  is  set  up  than  the  mere 
fact  of  the  existence  and  amount  of  capitalization.    It  does 

^  Capitalization  cannot  be  accepted         '<^  Danville  v.  Southern  Ry .,  8 1.  C. 
as  representing  value.   In  re  Advances      C.  Rep.  409. 
in  Rates,  Western  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  307. 
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not  rest  in  the  whim  of  a  reorganization  committee  in 
Wall  Street  to  impose  a  perpetual  tax  upon  that  whole 
southern  countiy.  In  the  year  1899  the  Southern  Railway 
earned  net  about  4  per  cent  on  $40,000  a  mile  of  the 
mileage  of  its  entire  system.  That  system  extends,  as  a 
rule,  through  sparsely  populated  territories;  no  difficult  and 
expensive  engineering  feats  were  involved  in  its  construc- 
tion, nor  has  it  in  proportion  to  its  extent  many  expensive 
terminals.  It  will  hardly  be  claimed  that  the  cost  of  re- 
producing that  property  in  its  present  state  would  equal 
*40,000  a  nule." '' 

§  266.  Bonded  indebtedness  beyond  present  values. 

It  used  to  be  more  or  less  a  sentiment  that  there  was 
something  sacred  about  an  issue  of  bonds,  especially  when 
based  upon  a  mortgage  of  realty."  At  all  events,  few 
cases  go  so  far  as  refuse  to  recognize  the  validity  of  the 
claim  to  interest  upon  bonds,  even  when  the  security  has 
depreciated.  But  in  Steenerson  v.  Great  Northen  Rail- 
way^' Mr.  Justice  Canty  said:  "In  determining  what  are 
reasonable  rates,  it  is  perfectly  immaterial  whether  the 
TsilToad  is  mortgaged  for  two  or  three  times  what  it  would 
cost  to  reproduce  it,  or  whether  it  is  free  from  incum- 
brance. To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  hold  that  the 
State  or  the  public  have  indirectly  guaranteed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  morgtage  bonds  of  every  railroad.  The 
State  may  as  well  guarantee  the  bonds  directly  as  in- 
directly. But  neither  the  State  nor  the  public  have  done 
either  the  one  or  the  other.  It  is  immaterial  how  the 
property  has  been  split  up  into  different  rights,  interests, 
and  claims.  For  the  purpose  of  fixing  rates,  the  holders 
of  all  these  stand  in  the  shoes  of  the  sole  owner  of  the 
property,  unincumbered.     The  rights  of  the  bondholders 

"  See  the  history  of  the  Rhode  ^'  See,  especially,  Chicago  &  N.  W. 

Island  Company  m  The  New  Eng-  R.  R.  v.  Dey,  35  Fed.  866, 1  L.  R.  A. 

land    Investigation,    27    I.    C.    C.  744. 

MO.  "  69  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713. 
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are  no  more  and  no  less  sacred  than  the  rights  of  such  an 
owner." 

§  266.  Market  value  of  securities. 

There  have  been  some  remarks  in  certain  opinions  which 
show  some  disposition  to  consider  the  market  value  of 
securities.  In  one  of  its  general  opinions  upon  rate  matters 
the  Commission  said  that  the  market  value  of  stock  should 
be  considered,  but  such  rates  will  not  necessarily  be  al- 
lowed as  wiU  guarantee  prices  at  which  the  stock  was 
brought/^  And  the  Commission  will  pay  Uttle  attention  to 
what  the  history  of  the  capitaUzation  in  question  has  been. 
It  appeared  in  one  proceeding  that  the  Great  Northern 
Railway  had  in  the  past  distributed  its  stock  issues  among 
its  stockholders  at  par,  from  time  to  time,  although  the 
market  value  of  the  stock  was  often  much  above  par;  but 
this  practice,  it  was  said,  could  have  no  bearing  upon  the 
earnings  to  which  the  company  was  entitled/^  Conversely 
the  fact  that  a  carrier's  stock  originally  sold  at  less  than 
par  cannot  be  urged  on  a  question  of  reasonableness  of 
rates  to  deny  the  present  holders  thereof  fair  dividends 
therefrom.  Nor  can  the  fact  that  a  carrier  has  issued 
watered  stock  be  urged,  on  a  question  of  reasonableness  of 
rates,  to  deny  the  right  of  present  holders  of  the  stock  to 
receive  reasonable  dividends  thereon. 

§  267.  Securities  issued  upon  reorganization. 

A  compUcation  frequently  met  is  that  the  operating 
company  is  the  result  of  the  consoUdation  of  several  pre- 
vious companies  or  the  reorganization  of  a  previous  cor- 
poration. In  many  actual  cases  both  reorganization  and 
consolidation  are  to  be  foimd  so  many  times  at  various 
stages  of  the  corporate  histoiy  of  the  given  concern  that 
the  outstanding  issues  tell  Uttle  or  nothing  of  real  invest- 

7*  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  East-         ^*  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry. 
em  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  243.  Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  376. 
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ment  now  devoted  to  the  public  service.^^  A  reorganization 
may  mean  an  increase  in  the  nominal  capitalization  to 
placate  certain  interests,  or  it  may  mean  drastic  elision  of 
securities  that  represented  actual  investment.  A  con- 
solidation similarly  may  mean  increase  or  decrease  in 
nominal  capitalization.  Obviously  when  a  holding  com- 
pany is  utilized  there  is  a  dupUcation  of  stock  issues,  at 
the  very  least.  And  when  the  consolidation  is  effected  by 
buying  the  former  properties  outright  an  inflated  price 
is  usually  paid.  When  in  any  of  these  ways  the  actual 
property  is  buried  beneath  corporate  finance,  little  respect 
is  to  be  paid  to  the  outstanding  issues  as  such,  but  the 
question  should  be  as  to  the  real  values  underlying.^ 

§  268.  Capitalization  authorized  by  public  authorities. 

Special  conditions  may  be  f oimd  in  certain  environments 
which  may  call  for  pecuUar  treatment.  Where,  for  ex- 
ample, there  has  been  an  explicit  legislation,  providing  for 
the  validation  of  certain  issues  of  securities  to  an  amount 
named,  no  tribunal,  it  would  seem,  would  venture  to  ques- 
tion the  action  of  the  legislature.  The  United  States 
Supreme  Court  has  held  in  a  recent  case  that,  as  the  capi- 
talization of  the  company  in  question  had  been  fixed 
in  part  by  special  legislation,  the  court  would  not  question 
the  values  thus  established.^  So  where  the  laws  of  the 
State  have  provided  that  stock  could  not  be  sold  for  less 
than  a  price  fixed  by  the  pubUc  authorities,  it  would 
seem  that  this  capital,  if  duly  devoted  to  the  objects 
designated,  has  pecidiar  claims  to  consideration.  And  it 
seems  that  where  bonds  are  sold  at  various  prices  it  should 
be  a  question  of  par  values;  as  the  discount  or  premium, 
if  proper,  really  affects  the  interest  rate,  not  the  capital 
charge.^ 

**  See  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  ^  Willoox  v.  ConBolidated  Gas  Co., 

▼.  Chicago,  199  HI.  579, 05  N.  E.  470.  212  U.  S.  19,  53  L.  ed.  382,  29  Sup. 

"  See  abo  State  ex  rel.  v.  Raiht)ad  Ct.  182. 

CommiaBion,  137  Wis.  80,  117  N.  W.  "See  People  ex  rel.  D.  &  H.  R.  R. 

846.  V.  Stevens,  197  N.  Y.  1,  90  N.  £.  60. 
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§  269.  The  problem  of  watered  stock. 

To  make  the  capital  account  of  a  public  service  com- 
pany the  measure  of  its  legitimate  earnings  would  place, 
as  a  rule,  the  corporation  which  has  been  honestly  man- 
aged from  the  outset  imder  enormous  disadvantages.  One 
who  examines  into  these  questions  even  in  the  most  casual 
manner  is  soon  clear  on  one  point,  and  that  is  that  the 
par  value  of  the  outstanding  stock  issues  does  not  neces- 
sarily constitute  a  proper  basis  for  the  capital  charge. 
Little  if  any  weight,  therefore,  is  to  be  attached  to  the 
nominal  capitalization  of  the  company,  even  although  these 
shares  may  now  be  in  the  hands  of  innocent  holders.*® 
For,  however  distressing  this  circumstance  may  be,  the 
law  must  take  the  attitude  that  these  holders  purchased 
with  imputed  knowledge  of  the  pubUc  service  law,  by 
which  the  State  may  always  reduce  the  rates  without 
unconstitutionaUty  to  a  point  where  they  will  yield  no 
more  than  a  fair  return  upon  actual  values.  So  notori- 
ous is  it  that  outstanding  securities  may  have  no  relation 
to  actual  values,  that  their  par  value  is  hardly  regarded 
by  anyone  to-day.®^ 

§  270.  Property  acquired  from  surplus  earnings. 

Doubts  have  sometimes  been  expressed  as  to  the  stand- 
ing of  securities  issued  to  stockholders  when  surpluses  have 
been  accumulated.  That  this  process  may  be  stopped  for 
the  future  by  the  reduction  of  rates  to  a  point  where  no 


"^The  plight  of  such  holders  ap- 
pealed to  Judge  Hough  in  Con- 
solidated Gas  Go.  V.  Willoox,  157 
Fed.  849.  But  Judge  Ross  had  no 
sympathy  for  such  holders  in  San 
Diego  L.  &  T.  Go.  v.  National  Gity, 
74  Fed.  79. 

In  Southern  Pacific  R.  R.  Go.  v. 
Bartinei  170  Fed.  751,  it  was  said 
that  the  fair  value  of  the  outstanding 
securities  was  one  of  the  elements  to 
be  considered. 

•i  Allegations    as    to    outstanding 
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securities  are  pertinent.  Houston  & 
T.  G.  Ry.  Go.  v.  Storey,  149  Fed.  499. 
But  they  are  inconclusive.  Perkins 
V.  Northern  Pacific  Ry.  Go.,  155 
Fed.  445, 

For  an  excellent  recent  case  in 
which  it  is  pointed  out  that  fictitious 
valuations  indicated  by  overissues 
of  securities  are  to  be  rejected  in 
dealing  with  this  problem,  see  Coal 
A  Goke  Ry.  Go.  v.  Gonley,  67  W. 
Va.  129,  67  S.  E.  613. 
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such  surpliis  will  be  earned  is  true.  But  if  at  some  past 
time  a  surplus  has  been  earned  and  either  held  as  cash 
or  utilized  in  new  construction,  an  issue  of  new  securities 
against  this  would  seem  to  represent  capital  belonging  to 
the  stockholders  devoted  to  the  business  of  the  company 
as  much  as  any  other  securities  paid  for  by  their  holders.*^ 
"In  determining  the  amoimt  of  the  investment  by  the 
stockholders  it  can  make  no  difference  that  money  earned 
by  the  corporation,  and  in  a  position  to  be  distributed 
by  a  dividend  among  its  stockholders,  was  used  to  pay  for 
improvements  and  stock  issued  in  lieu  of  cash  to  the  stock- 
holders. It  is  not  necessary  that  the  money  should  first 
be  paid  to  the  stockholder  and  then  returned  by  him  in 
payment  for  new  stock  issued  to  him.  The  net  earnings, 
in  equity,  belonged  to  him,  and  stock  issued  to  him  in 
Ueu  of  the  money  so  used  that  belonged  to  him  was  issued 
for  value,  and  represents  an  actual  investment  by  the 
holder."  ^' 

§  271.  Inquiry  into  foregone  profits. 

The  Commission  has  several  times  said  that,  when  the 
reduction  of  rates  is  asked  by  shippers,  past  earnings  now 
represented  by  surpluses  cannot  be  used  as  an  argument 
for  reducing  rates,  with  a  view  of  retiuning  past  exactions 
to  the  pubUc.*^  But  it  has  served  notice  upon  the  rail- 
roads that  they  cannot  expect  to  advance  their  rates  to 
secure  a  return  upon  such  values.*^  "We  are  not  here 
dealing  with  the  value  of  this  property  nor  with  the  defini- 
tion of  value,  whether  value  means  investment,  cost  of 
reproduction,  or  something  else;  our  position  is  that  a 

**  See  Logansport  Gas  Go.  v.  Peru,  Previously   the   Gommission   had 

89  Fed.  185.  said  that  in  fixing  rates  it  cannot  as- 

"'Brymer  v.  Butler  W.  Go.,  179  sume  that  the  surplus  accumulated 

Fa.  St.  231,  36  Atl.  249,  36  L.  R.  by  a  raikoad  has  been  derived  from 

A.  260.  unreasonable  exactions,  and  estab- 

**  Kindel  v.  Adams  Exp.  Go.,  13  lish  low  rates  with  a  view  of  retum- 

I.  G.  G.  475.  ing  it  to  the  public.    Gity  of  Spokane 

•»  Advance  in  Rate  Gase,— Eastern  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  15 1.  G.  G.  376. 
Case,  20 1.  G.  C.  243. 
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railroad  may  not  increase  rates  upon  shippers  for  the  rear 
son  and  as  an  outgrowth  of  the  fact  that  it  has  accumu- 
lated out  of  rates  a  balance  of  profit  which  has  been  in- 
vested in  the  property.  This  investment  must  take  care 
of  itself;  it  must  bring  a  return  for  itself,  either  in  in- 
creased traffic  or  in  the  reduction  of  expenses  of  operation. 
There  is  no  justification  for  the  investment  of  this  sur- 
plus if  it  is  to  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  rates  upon 
the  shippers  over  the  original  line.  If  the  theoiy  is  to 
be  recognized  that  by  increasing  the  value  of  their  prop- 
erty by  putting  back  operating  revenue  into  the  property 
a  carrier  may  as  a  legal  right  increase  rates,  then  the  ship- 
per is  worse  off  each  time  he  pays  a  rate  which  allows  a 
revenue  over  and  above  a  reasonable  return  upon  the 
original  investment." 

§  272.  Existing  capitalization  hardly  excessive. 

The  only  way  in  which  investments  in  public  service 
corporations  could  be  jeopardized,  by  any  solution  of 
the  present  problem  which  has  been  proposed,  would  be 
by  proof  that  the  outstanding  capitaUzation  is  excessive; 
but,  although  this  has  been  loudly  claimed,  the  claim  can 
probably  not  be  supported.  Various  theories  for  de- 
termining capitalization  have  been  suggested,  which,  as 
has  been  seen,  may  be  analyzed  into  four — the  actual 
investment,  the  nominal  outstanding  capitaUzation,  the 
actual  present  value,  and  the  cost  of  reproduction.  The 
law  has  not  as  yet  made  any  invidious  choice  among  these, 
but  has  considered  them  all  with  respect.  The  Constitu- 
tion, as  its  interpretation  has  been  settled  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  secures  to  the  companies  the  opportunity  for  a  fair 
return  on  the  actual  present  value  of  the  property;  if 
hampered  improperly  in  getting  this  it  is  said  that  their 
property  is  taken  without  due  process  of  law.  In  respect 
to  this  test  the  Commission  has  pointed  out  that  the  pres- 
ent value  is  certainly  as  great  as  the  reproduction  value, 
and  that  the  outstanding  capitalization  is  little  if  at  all 
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greater  than  this  is  at  the  present  time.  It  is  true  that 
there  are  outstanding  many  billions  of  securities  which 
did  not  represent  any  original  cash  investment,  in  other 
words,  "watered  stock/'  But  the  probabilities  are  that 
when  the  enormous  increase  in  the  value  of  the  rights  of 
way  and  terminal  facilities,  together  with  the  immense 
expenditures  in  improving  trackage,  roadbeds,  grades  and 
structures  out  of  current  earnings  are  all  considered,  the 
real  value  of  railroad  securities  may  even  be  as  great  as  the 
face  value  of  the  securities.  However,  so  disproportionate 
is  capitalization  in  certain  cases,  that  to  some  students  of  the 
problem  who  have  considered  this  matter  of  watered  stock  at- 
tentively it  has  seemed  that  the  business-like  solution  would 
be  to  have  the  shares  in  the  corporation  without  any  desig- 
nated par  value,  representing  simply  fractions  of  the  owner- 
ship. This  theory  has  been  taken  up  by  practical  promoters, 
who  frankly  admit  that  the  real  reason  for  issuing  more  in 
par  value  than  the  actual  expenditiu^s  is  so  that  a  retmn 
commensurate  with  the  risk  may  be  obtained,  should  the 
company  succeed.  Those  who  argue  to  eliminate  par  values 
altogether  must  of  course  concede  the  power  of  the  State 
to  reduce  rates,  so  that  there  shall  be  no  more  than  a 
fair  return  proportionate  to  the  risk  upon  the  actual  value 
of  the  physical  properties  at  any  given  time. 

Topic  C    Present  Value 

§  273.  Power  to  set  aside  a  statutory  rate. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  problem  presented  to 
a  court  which  is  asked  to  set  aside  an  established  rate  as 
unconstitutional  because  it  amounts  to  a  confiscation  of 
property  is  not  precisely  the  same  problem  as  that  pre- 
sented to  a  court  which  is  asked  to  pass  upon  the  fairness 
of  a  rate  established  by  a  railroad  or  other  public  service 
company.  If  a  statutory  rate  takes  property,  the  property 
affected  by  it  is  not  the  original  investment,  but  the 
proi)erty  actually  existent  and  owned  by  the  company.^ 

••  See  Cumberland  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  ▼.  Railroad  ComnuasioD,  156  Fed.  823. 
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If  it  is  a  taking  of  property  to  deprive  the  owner  of  a  fair 
return  upon  it,  the  return  must  be  unfair  as  income  de- 
rived from  that  actual  property.  In  determining  whether 
the  return  allowed  to  the  railroad  is  a  fair  return  on  their 
property,  the  property  is  that  actually  in  use  at  its  present 
value.  Where,  however,  the  question  is  whether  the  com- 
pany is  exacting  too  great  a  return  on  its  investment  by 
means  of  an  imfair  schedule,  the  question  is  as  to  the 
amount  actually  and  bona  fide  invested.  Justifying 
legislative  rates,  therefore,  is  one  thing,  and  holding  that 
unreasonable  charges  are  not  being  made  is  quite  another 
matter.*' 

§  274.  Constitutional  requirements. 

The  leading  case  on  this  point  is  Smyth  v.  Ames.** 
This  was  a  suit  to  test  the  constitutionality  of  certain 
statutes  regulating  railroad  rates.  In  the  course  of  his 
opinion  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  said:  "The  corporation  per- 
forming such  public  services  and  the  people  financially 
interested  in  its  business  and  affairs  have  rights  that  may 
not  be  invaded  by  legislative  enactment  in  disregard  of  the 
fundamental  guarantee  for  the  protection  of  property. 
The  corporation  may  not  be  required  to  use  its  property 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public  without  receiving  just  com- 
pensation for  the  services  rendered  by  it."  Proceeding 
then  to  discuss  the  basis  upon  which  the  necessary 
amount  of  compensation  was  to  be  reckoned,  he  con- 
tinued: "We  hold,  however,  that  the  basis  of  all  cal- 
culations as  to  the  reasonableness  of  rates  to  be  charged 
by  a  corporation  maintaining  a  highway  under  legis- 
lative sanction  must  be  the  fair  value  of  the  prop- 
erty being  used  by  it  for  the  convenience  of  the 
pubUc."  » 

•'See    Southern    Pacific    Co.    v.  "Carrier's    property   devoted   to 

Bartine,  170  Fed.  725.  public  use  as  a  measure  of  rate. 

» 169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.  Co., 

Sup.  Ct.  419.  19  I.  C.  C.  162. 
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§  276.  Original  cost  as  affecting  present  value. 

It  follows  from  the  rule  just  recited  that  present  value 
may  be  shown  to  be  different  from  actual  cost.  The  true 
inquiry  in  constitutional  cases  is  the  present  value  of  the 
plant,  and  the  evidence  should  be  directed  to  that  issue. 
Without  some  proof  as  to  that  the  case  must  fail.  But 
this  does  not  mean  that  evidence  as  to  original  cost  is  to 
be  excluded.**  "The  rates  which  it  would  be  reasonable 
for  the  company  to  ask  depend  upon  what  would  be  a 
fair  return,  under  the  circumstances,  upon  the  value  of  the 
property  used— a  question  which  we  shaU  discuss  later  on. 
In  determining  what  would  be  a  fair  return,  undoubtedly 
the  amount  of  money  actually  and  wisely  expended  is  a 
primary  consideration.  Actual  cost  bears  upon  reason- 
ableness of  rates,  as  well  as  upon  the  present  value  of  the 
structure  as  such.  It  thus  bears  upon  what  is  a  fair  return 
upon  the  investment,  and  so  upon  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty. In  estimating  structure  value  prior  cost  is  not  the 
only  criterion  of  present  value,  and  present  value  is  not 
what  is  to  be  ascertained.  The  present  value  may  be 
affected  by  the  rise  and  faU  of  prices  of  materials.  If  in 
such  way  the  present  value  of  the  structure  is  greater  than 
the  cost,  the  company  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it.  If 
less  than  the  cost,  the  company  must  lose  it.  And  the 
same  factors  should  be  considered  in  estimating  the  reason- 
ableness of  retiums."  '^ 

§  276.  Going  value. 

So  far  as  the  value  of  a  "going  business''  is  increased 
by  the  mere  element  of  good  will,  it  cannot  demand  a 
return  from  the  rates  charged.  "The  fact  that  the  busi- 
ness is  established  is,  of  course,  a  material  fact  in  ascer- 

"*  The  quotation  is  from  Kennebec  *^  Compare  Seaboard  Air  Line  Ry. 

Water  Dist.  v.  Waterville,  97  Me.  Co.  v.  Florida,  203  U.  S.  261,  51 

185,  54  Atl.  6, 60  L.  R.  A.  856.  L.  ed.  175,  27  Sup.  Ct.  109. 

See  State  ex  rel.  v.  Seaboard  Air  See  particularly.  State  v.  Minne- 

Line  Ry.  Co.,  48  Fla.  129,  37  So.  apolis  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  80  Minn.  191, 

314.  83  N.  W.  60. 
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taining  the  value  of  the  plant,  and  especially  is  this  true 
where  the  property  is  being  estimated  for  the  purposes  of 
sale  or  condemnation;  but  as  a  basis  for  estimating  profits 
its  significance  is  less  apparent.  The  merchant  who  sells 
an  established  business  may  properly  place  a  high  value 
on  the  good  will  which  he  relinquishes  to  the  buyer;  but 
so  long  as  he  continues  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  business 
he  has  created  he  does  not  add  the  value  of  the  good  will 
to  his  capital  stock  in  estimating  the  percentage  of  his 
annual  profits."  '^  To  a  certain  extent,  however,  a  going 
business  is  actually  more  valuable  than  the  mere  physical 
elements  of  which  the  plant  is  composed.  The  physical 
connections  of  its  plant,  the  cost  of  fitting  it  for  its  pur- 
pose, the  loss  of  interest  on  the  investment  during  con- 
struction and  until  the  plant  is  in  complete  and  lucrative 
operation,  all  add  an  actual  value  to  the  plant  and  are 
properly  included  in  the  construction  account  and  form 
part  of  the  actual  capital  employed  in  the  enterprise.^' 

§  277.  Franchise  values. 

It  should  be  clear  that  in  estimating  the  capital  upon 
which  a  public  service  company  is  entitled  to  a  fair  return 
the  value  of  a  franchise  enjoyed  by  the  company  cannot 
be  considered.  The  value  of  the  franchise  is  itself  based 
on  the  capacity  of  the  company  to  earn  profits;  and  it 
becomes  greater  when  the  earnings  of  the  company  are 
increased.  If,  therefore,  a  high  rate  of  income  could  be 
justified  on  account  of  the  great  value  of  the  franchise, 
this  fact  would  in  turn  enhance  the  value  of  the  franchise 
itself  and  so  justify  a  still  higher  charge;  and  there  would 
be  no  limit  to  the  legal  charge  of  the  company  which 
could  be  enforced  should  such  franchise  value  be  permitted 
to  increase  in  this  way  the  capital  charges.  As  Mr. 
Justice  Savage  said  in  a  Maine  case^^  not  long  ago  in- 

w  Quoted  from  Cedar  Rapids  War  Norwich,  76  Conn.  565,  67  AU.  746. 
ter  Co.  V.  Cedar  Rapids,  118  Iowa,         **  In  Brunswick  &  T.  Water  Dist. 

234,  91  N.  W.  1061.  v.  Maine  Water  Co.,  99  Me.  371,  59 

•»  See  also  Norwich  G.  &  E.  Co.  v.  Atl.  537. 
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volving  this  point:  ''In  connection  it  should  be  noticed 
that  to  say  that  the  reasonableness  of  rates  depends 
upon  the  fair  value  of  the  property  used^  and  that  the  fair 
value  of  the  property  used  depends  upon  the  rates  which 
may  be  reasonably  charged;  se^ois  to  be  arguing  in  a 
circle.  If  we  should  say  that  reasonableness  of  rates  de- 
pended solely  upon  the  value  of  the  property,  and  that 
value  of  the  property  depended  solely  upon  the  rates 
which  may  be  reasonably  charged,  such  would  be  the 
case.  But  neither  proposition  is  true."  It  unquestionably 
foUows  that  such  franchise  values  cannot  stand  in  the  way 
of  rate  regulation.  As  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  recently  said 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  as  to  a  valua- 
tion of  the  property  of  the  Consolidated  Gas  Company*^ 
which  included  some  millions  for  its  franchises:  ''Its  past 
value  was  founded  upon  the  opportunity  of  obtaining  these 
enormous  and  excessive  returns  upon  the  property  of  the 
company,  without  legislative  interference  with  the  price 
for  the  supply  of  gas,  but  that  immunity  for  the  future 
was,  of  course,  uncertain,  and  the  moment  it  ceased  and 
the  legislating  reduced  the  earnings  to  a  reasonable  sum 
the  great  value  of  the  franchises  would  be  at  once  and 
unfavorably  affected." 

§  278.  Purchase  values. 

Whether  when  the  plant  of  a  public  service  company 
is  taken  by  a  city,  by  eminent  domain  or  by  contract, 
compensation  is  to  be  made  for  the  franchises  of  the  com- 
pany is  not  entirely  clear  on  the  authorities.  The  ques- 
tion should  of  course  be  determined  according  to  whether, 
in  view  of  the  purchase  or  taking,  any  value  remains  in 
the  franchise.  Although  the  company  may  be  compelled 
to  submit  to  statutory  rates  which  make  no  account  of 
the  existence  of  a  franchise,  the  franchise  may  neverthe- 
less be  of  some  value.    Even  when  the  rates  are  so  limited, 

M  WiUcoz  ▼.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.,      212  U.  S.  19,  53  L.  ed.  382,  20  Sup. 

Ct.  192. 
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the  company  is  still  permitted  to  receive  a  retiim  on  its 
capital  which  is  greater  than  that  on  a  government  bond; 
the  ownership  of  the  plant  may,  therefore,  have  a  certain 
value  which  the  franchise  gives.  And  if  the  franchise 
actually  has  a  value,  compensation  for  it  should  be  made. 
If,  then,  a  public  service  company  has  obtained  from  the 
public  authorities  an  exclusive  franchise  for  a  term  of 
years,  which  has  been  granted  in  such  a  way  as  to  form  a 
contract  which  the  State  cannot  impair,  the  franchise  has 
obviously  a  certain  value,  for  the  opportunity  to  make 
a  fair  rate  of  return  in  a  business  so  safe  as  this  is  by  rea- 
son of  its  monopoly  in  a  public  necessity  is  worth  a  cer- 
tain sum  in  itself.^  But  no  more  than  this  need  really 
be  paid  even  for  such  an  exclusive  franchise,  no  matter 
what  its  present  profits  may  be,  since  the  State  may  at 
any  time  reduce  its  rates  to  a  fair  return  upon  its  actual 
investment.  Even  if  there  is  no  monopoly,  if  the  fran- 
chise is  practically  exclusive,  it  presumably  has  a  value,  for 
which  the  company  must  be  paid  if  the  plant  is  taken  by 
eminent  domain  or  is  bought  under  a  clause  in  the  charter. 
The  value  of  this  franchise  is  greater  or  less  according 
to  the  practical  possibility  of  competition;  it  is  greatest 
if  the  franchise  is  legally  exclusive,  and  grows  less  as  the 
likelihood  of  actual  competition  increases.^ 


§  279.  Tax  a] 

It  is  sometimes  urged  that  the  valuation  placed  upon 
the  property  of  the  company  for  taxation  should  establish 
the  present  value.  While  it  is  true  that  this  furnishes 
some  criterion,  it  certainly  is  open  to  show  the  conmion 
fact   that   assessments   on   the   district   in   question   are 

••  Bristol  V.  Bristol  &  Warren  War  ville,  97  Me.  185, 54  Atl.  6, 60  L.  R.  A. 

terworks,    23    R.    I.    274,    49    AU.  856. 
974.  In  case  of  sale  to  a  city  the  value 

Compare  Gloucester  Water  Co.  y.  of  company's  contract  with  the  city 

Gloucester,  179  Mass.  365,  60  N.  E.  is  to  be  considered.    Covington  Gas* 

977.  light  Co.  V.  City  of  Covington,  22 

^  Kennebec  Water  EHst.  v.  Water-  Ky.  L.  Rep.  796,  58  S.  W.  805. 

[2341 


Basis  of  Capital  Chabges  [  §  280 

usually  no  more'  than  a  certain  percentage  of  actual 
values.^*  Even  its  sworn  return  of  tangible  property  has 
been  held  not  to  estop  the  company  from  showing  higher 
value  in  disputing  the  reasonableness  of  legislative  rates. 
But  such  returns  are  evidence  against  the  company  which 
seeks  to  establish  higher  value.  Returns  made  to  local 
bodies  for  parts  of  the  physical  property  do  not  however 
prevent  the  company  from  showing  that  the  value  of  the 
property  as  a  whole  is  greater  than  the  aggregate  of  these 
parts.  On  the  other  hand,  the  State  by  assessing  a  value 
for  taxation  does  not  estop  itself  from  reducing  that  value 
by  later  regulation  of  rates.  As  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  recently  pointed  out  in  the  Consolidated 
Gas  Case^  even  a  franchise  tax  is  a  tax  on  the  actual 
value  of  the  franchise  as  it  exists  at  any  particular  time; 
and  the  imposition  of  it  is  quite  consistent  with  the  value 
of  the  franchise  being  subject  to  diminution  by  a  dimin- 
ished income  as  a  result  of  legislation  reducing  rates. 
The  company  may  be  taxed  upon  its  franchise  when  by 
reason  of  the  failure  of  the  State  to  keep  its  rates  down  it 
is  earning  an  extraordinary  amount  upon  its  physical 
value.  But  when  the  State  chooses  to  so  reduce  the  rates 
that  the  company  can  earn  nothing  beyond  the  fair  value 
of  its  tangible  property,  it  will  find  that  it  has  little  or 
no  franchise  value  left  to  tax. 

§  280.  Development  cost. 

That  there  are  certain  actual  costs  incurred  in  develop- 
ing the  business  during  its  early  stages,  for  which  costs 
the  utility  is  entitled  to  be  reimbursed,  just  as  clearly  as 
it  is  entitled  to  a  return  on  the  physical  portions  of  its 
plant,  seems  to  be  too  obvious  for  argument.  The  in- 
vestor must  go  into  his  pocket  to  meet  one  kind  of  cost 

"Southern    Pacific    Ry.    Co.    ▼.  ""Willcox    v.    CoDSolidated    Gas 

Railroad  Commrs.,  78  Fed.  236.  Co.,  212  U.  S.  19,  53  L.  ed.  382,  29 

See  also  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  Sup.  Ct.  192. 
V.  Brown,  123  Fed.  946. 
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just  as  clearly  as  the  other.  There  are  two  schools  of 
thought  with  reference  to  the  determination  of  the  so- 
called  ''development  cosf  value.  The  first  of  these  is  a 
continuation  of  the  cost  or  investment  theory  of  value,  and 
is  based  upon  the  actual  losses  sustained  by  the  utility 
in  the  past,  and  its  subsequent  earnings  as  an  offset  to 
such  losses.  Under  the  cost  method  the  going  value  of 
the  enterprise  is  properly  the  difference  between  gross 
earnings  and  operating  expenses  plus  depreciation  and 
interest  upon  the  investment.*  In  determining  what  ex- 
penditures listed  as  operating  are  to  be  included,  the  dis- 
tinction as  to  what  are  revenue  and  what  are  depreciation 
and  capital  expenditures  should  be  carefully  maintained. 
A  question  of  equal  importance  is  whether  expenditures 
have  been  wisely  and  necessarily  incurred.  The  cost 
basis  of  estimating  going  value  has  been  variously  criti- 
cised by  some,  upon  the  ground  that  its  estimates  are  too 
liberal,  by  others  that  it  results  in  negative  value  and 
takes  recognition  of  the  utility's  past  financial  history.' 
Its  obvious  merit  lies  in  the  fact  that  it  assumes  that  the 
relations  of  users  and  utility  have  at  all  times  been 
placed  upon  an  equitable  basis.  The  comparative  plant 
method  of  estimating  going  value  is  a  combination  of  the 
appraisal  or  cost  of  reproduction  theory  of  value  and  is 
based  upon  the  assumption  that  an  identical  utility  prop- 
erty shall  have  been  reproduced  at  the  present  time,  and 
estimates  the  expenditures  probably  made  before  the  hy- 
pothetical or  comparative  plant  shall  have  been  placed 
upon  an  eammg  basis  identical  with  the  present  property. 

§  281.  Capitalized  rights. 

The  real  truth  is  that  in  public  service,  where  there  is 
no  right  to  earn  more  than  a  fair  return  upon  capital 
invested,  there  is  no  scope  for  any  intangible  value  rep- 

^  See  Public  Service  Gas  Go.  v.         *  See  People  ex  rel.  v.  Willcoz,  210 
PubUc    Utility    Gommiasionero,    84      N.  Y.  479, 104  N.  E.  911. 
N.  J.  L.  463,  87  AtL  651. 
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resenting  additional  earning  capacity.  If  a  telephone  com- 
pany owns  patents,  its  ownership  of  such  intangible  prop- 
erty is  no  more  sacred  than  of  its  tangible  property; 
it  is  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  pubUc  in  this  respect 
as  in  any  other;  and  it  must  not  charge  against  the  public 
any  value  in  the  patent  dependent  upon  the  earnings 
which  its  monopoly  of  this  device  would  give  it.  So  of 
patent  rights  possessed  by  any  utihty;  such  rights  may, 
undoubtedly,  have  values;  but  it  would  hardly  seem  that 
such  values  can  properly  be  considered  as  permanent 
capital  charges.  Rights  of  this  kind  are,  as  a  rule,  secured 
because  they  are  profitable  or  because,  in  one  way  or 
another,  they  tend  to  increase  the  net  earnings.  Like- 
wise the  exclusive  contracts  of  the  express  companies 
with  the  railroads  cannot  be  capitalized.  Express  rates 
cannot  be  based  upon  the  monopoly  right  to  be  the  ex- 
clusive forwarder  over  one  or  more  railroads.'  And  a 
contract  which  a  local  lighting  company  has  with  a  hydro- 
electric plant  to  supply  it  with  electricity  upon  very 
favorable  terms,  cannot  be  capitaUzed  and  a  return  de- 
manded thereon.^ 

§  282.  Governmental  valuations. 

In  the  near  future  the  Commission  itself  will  ascertain 
the  value  of  railroad  properties  and  if  the  original  cost  of 
the  railroads  can  be  satisfactorily  determined,  and  if  this 
is  the  base  of  regulation  which  is  thereupon  adopted  by  the 
courts,  it  will  be  in  shape  to  deal  with  the  future  on  the 
basis  of  the  past.^  The  statute  specifically  provides  that 
upon  the  completion  of  valuation  the  Commission  shall 
thereafter  in  like  manner  keep  itself  informed  of  all  ex- 
tensions and  other  changes  in  the  value  of  the  properties 
of  the  railroads,  and  that  it  shall  from  time  to  time  re- 

*  In  re  EzproBB  Rates,  24  L  C.  C.      Ck)nduit  Co.,  3  P.  S.  G.  2d  Dist. 
380.  N.  Y.  656. 

« Furfamann  ▼.  Cataiact  Power  &         *  Detroit  Switohmg    Charges,   28 

I.  C.  C.  494. 
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viae  and  correct  its  valuations.  To  enable  the  Conunis- 
sion  to  keep  its  valuation  up  to  date  as  far  as  possible 
the  railroads  shall  make  such  reports  and  furnish  such  in- 
formation as  the  Commission  may  require.  And  yet  one 
wonders  whether  this  is  an  ultimate  finality.  Can  the 
power  be  taken  from  the  courts  to  determine  by  what 
facts  and  under  what  theories  one  shall  be  deprived  of 
his  aU  by  governmental  bodies?  Perhaps  by  the  time 
this  question  comes  to  the  coiu'ts  of  last  resort  people 
will  feel  that  we  should  not  expect  to  hold  any  rights, 
however  fundamental,  save  at  the  disposal  of  the  com- 
missions set  over  us  to  take  us  in  charge.  This  is  all 
largely  an  engineering  problem  of  a  higher  sort,  and  should 
be  solved  upon  business  principles  which  are  well  ac- 
credited. Such  authorities  would  well  understand  that 
current  interest  during  the  construction  period  (query 
whether  this  should  not  be  a  fair  profit)  is  to  be  added  to 
the  capital  charge.* 

§  283.  Treatment  of  unearned  increment 

Not  only  does  it  tend  in  the  way  described  to  demoralize 
public  service  to  throw  unmerited  loss  upon  its  proprietors, 
but  it  is  even  more  obviously  against  the  interests  of  the 
public  to  give  the  companies  benefit  of  the  imeamed 
increment,  -  due  to  the  advance  in  value  of  property  simi- 
larly circmnstanced.  Society  is  looking  hungrily  upon  these 
values  which  it  has  itself  given  to  private  property,  and 
where  that  property  has  a  public  character  it  is  to-day 
barely  holding  itself  in  check.  To  one  who  is  staking 
much  upon  the  sanctity  of  property  there  is  a  threaten- 
ing portent.  Said  the  Commission  in  one  of  its  most 
important  opinions  in  late  years,^  "This  question  is  not 
of  paramount  importance  in  this  case,  but,  it  is  urged, 
may  become  one  of  supreme  moment  if  the  carriers  insist 

*  See  Long  Branch  Commission  v.         ^  Advance  in  Rates  Cases  of  1910; 
Tintum  Manor  W.  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.      20 1.  C.  C.  243  a^  9eq. 
71,  62  Atl.  474. 

[238] 


Basib  of  Capital  Charges  [§ 

upon  a  right  to  increase  rates  in  proportion  to  increasing 
land  values.  In  a  very  real  sense  these  added  land  values 
do  not  come  to  the  railroad  as  a  railroad,  but  as  an  in- 
vestor in  land  which  has  been  dedicated  to  a  public  use; 
and,  being  so  dedicated,  it  may  be  strongly  urged  that  the 
increment  added  thereto  from  year  to  year  by  communal 
growth  should  not  necessitate  an  imposition  of  additional 
burdens  upon  the  public."  If  the  courts  weaken  in  their 
protection  of  present  values  those  unearned  values  will 
be  the  first  to  go.  The  companies  will  be  fortunate  then  if 
they  can  save  out  of  the  total  enough  to  recoup  themselves 
for  past  deficit  uneamings.  The  New  York  Commission, 
for  example/  holds  that,  while  each  case  must  be  decided 
upon  the  facts  peculiar  to  it,  it  is  proper  to  take  the  land  at 
its  fair  present  value,  and  not  at  its  original  cost,  and  to 
treat  the  annual  appreciation  of  the  land  as  a  profit  of  the 
company.' 

§  284.  Valuation  of  utilized  realty. 

Strategic  position  as  such  can  hardly  be  urged  since  the 
sharp  language  in  the  Minnesota  Rate  Cases.^  It  used 
to  be  the  fashion  among  railroad  counsel  to  ask  what  it 
would  cost  another  railroad  to  seize  an  existing  terminal 
of  the  railroad  with  its  superior  position  for  serving  the 
commercial  community.  It  was  claimed,  that  under  the 
established  rule  of  present  value,  whatever  that  cost  would 
be,  was  protected  by  the  Constitution  in  rates  cases.  It 
was  said  that  this  value  of  the  site  was  to  be  determined 
by  finding  what  the  adjoining  lands  were  now  worth,  and 
what  demolition  of  buildings  thereon.  The  right  of  way 
was  valued  by  a  corresponding  contention  at  what  an 
additional  strip  beside  it  would  cost,  having  in  mind  that 
in  condemnation  proceedings  there  was  usually  a  ratio  of 
3  to  1  as  compared  with  other  purchases.    But  the  recent 

*  See  Pioneer  Td.  k  Tel.  Qo,  v.  ^  Simpson  v.  Shepard,  230  U.  S. 
WestaDhaver,  20  Okla.  429,  118  Pac.  352,  57  L.  ed.  1511,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
354.  720. 
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decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  has  done  away  with  this 
line  of  argument  by  saying  that  no  arbitrary  rules  of  this 
sort  would  be  permitted,  and  that  the  theory  of  valua- 
tion underlying  this  was  simply  capitalizing  the  value  of 
the  busmess  which  the  pubUc  was  doing  with  the  raikoads 
on  this  site.  A  railroad  exercises  the  right  of  eminent 
domain  to  secure  its  location,  and  the  right  of  eminent 
domain  can  only  be  lawfully  exercised  for  a  public  pur- 
pose. The  location  secured  by  this  method  for  a  public 
purpose  cannot  justly  create  a  monopoly  that  will  be 
capitalized  against  the  very  public  purpose  that  it  was 
intended  to  serve,  the  transportation  of  freight  and  pas- 
sengers.^® 

Topic  D.    Cost  of  Reproduction 

§  286.  Rule  of  the  Minnesota  courts. 

According  to  the  rule  adopted  in  Minnesota  the  value 
on  which  a  railroad  is  entitled  to  a  fair  return  is  the  cost 
of  reproducing  the  road  in  its  present  condition  at  pres- 
ent prices.  If  extraordinary  expenses  were  necessary  ui 
establishing  the  road,  or  if  higher  prices  prevailed  at  the 
time  it  was  built,  these  should  not  enter  into  consideration 
at  all;  the  rule  of  value  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Mil- 
waukee Electric  Railway  and  Light  Company  v.  Mil- 
waukee" and  generally  elsewhere,  is  not  followed.  The 
leading  case  on  this  point  in  Minnesota  is  Steenerson  v. 
Great  Northern  Railway,  ^^  where  in  delivering  the  prin- 
cipal opinion  in  the  case  Mr.  Justice  Canty  said:  "The 
railroad  may  have  been  constructed  years  ago,  when  iron 
rails  cost  $86  per  ton,  and  everything  else  in  proportion, 
or  it  may  have  been  constructed  yesterday,  when  steel 
rails  cost  but  $16  per  ton,  and  everything  else  nearly  in 
proportion.  Counsel  for  the  railway  company  dweU  much 
upon  the  original  cost  of  the  older  portions  of  these  lines 
of  road.    If  a  railroad  was  built  30  years  ago  at  a  cost  of 

"  See  MiflBOuri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  "  87  Fed.  677. 

Love,  177  Fed.  403.  "  60  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713. 

[240] 


Basis  of  Capital  Charges  [  §  286 

140,000  per  mile,  and  another^ one  equally  as  good  was 
built  within  a  year  through  the  same  territory  at  a  cost 
of  $12,000  per  mile,  on  what  principle  should  it  be  held 
that  the  old  road  is  entitled  to  3  1-3  times  as  much  in- 
come as  the  new  road?  No  guaranty  was  ever  given  by 
the  State  to  the  old  road  that  the  price  of  materials  and 
the  cost  of  construction  would  not  decline,  or  that  capital 
invested  in  railroads  should  not  be  subject  to  like  vicis- 
situdes as  capital  invested  in  other  enterprises.  Modem 
improvements  and  other  causes  have  continued  to  reduce 
the  cost  of  construction  of  all  kinds  of  new  plants,  and  to 
reduce  the  value  of  old  plants,  or  render  them  wholly 
worthless,  and  the  State  did  not  guaranty  that  those 
causes  should  not  in  like  manner  affect  the  capital  in- 
vested in  railroads.  Then  the  material  question  is  not 
what  the  railroad  cost  originally,  but  what  it  would  now 
cost  to  reproduce  it." 

§  286.  Methods  of  Texas  commission. 

This  rule  of  replacement  has  been  acted  upon  by  other 
commissions  than  that  of  Minnesota,  but  not  with  the 
same  success.  In  one  of  the  opinions  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  this  is  said  about  the  practice 
of  the  Texas  commission:"  "The  valuations  of  the  Texas 
Commission  of  1896  were  by  no  means  a  guess.  They 
were  made  in  great  detail,  with  great  pains  and  with  an 
honest  attempt  at  accuracy.  The  purpose  of  the  valua- 
tion was  to  determine  not  properly  the  value  of  a  par- 
ticular railroad  but  the  cost  of  reproducing  it  at  that  time. 
Each  mUe  was  taken  by  itself  and  each  item  which  enters 
into  the  cost  of  constructing  a  railroad  by  itself  in  actual 
quantities  as  shown  by  the  profiles  of  the  various  roads. 
The  allowances  for  the  different  items  were  liberal.  Noth- 
ing was,  however,  allowed  for  the  seasoning  of  the  roadbed 
so  to  speak,  nor  for  the  franchise  and  good  will  of  the 
railroad.    The  results  arrived  at  did  not  perhaps  express 

1'  Rates  from  St.  Louis  to  Texas  Points,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  264. 
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the  value  of  the  properties,  but  they  did  express,  and  with 
substantial  fairness  and  accuracy,  the  cost  of  reproducing 
those  properties  at  the  time  of  the  valuation.''  ^^ 

§  287.  The  federal  courts  opposed. 

The  Minnesota  rule  having  been  applied  by  the  Texas 
Railway  Commission  in  fixing  railroad  rates  in  that  State, 
the  railroads  filed  in  the  federal  court  a  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  the  rates.  The  rule  was  held  to  be  an  im- 
proper and  unreasonable  one,  and  the  exaction  of  the  rates 
as  fixed  by  the  conmussion  was  restrained.  ^^  Circuit 
Judge  McCormick  said:  "It  is  therefore  not  only  im- 
practicable, but  impossible  to  reproduce  this  road,  in  any 
just  sense,  or  according  to  any  fair  definition  of  those 
terms.  And  a  system  of  rates  and  charges  that  looks  to  a 
valuation  fixed  on  so  narrow  a  basis  as  that  shown  to 
have  been  adopted  by  the  conunission,  and  so  fixed  as  to 
return  only  a  fair  profit  upon  that  valuation,  and  which 
permits  no  account  for  betterments  n[iade  necessary  by 
the  growth  of  trade,  seems  to  me  to  come  clearly  within 
the  provision  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  which  forbids  that  a  State 
shall  deprive  any  person  of  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  or.  deny  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws."  " 


§  288.  Explanation  of  the  California  decisions. 

Certain  California  decisions  "  appear  to  hold  that  noth- 
ing but  the  cost  of  reproduction  is  to  be  considered.  The 
cases  did  not,  however,  go  quite  so  far.  They  are  well 
considered  and  explained  by  Circuit  Judge  Morrow  in  the 
federal  court  in  the  Ninth  Circuit:  ^*  ''Neither  of  these 

"See,  however,  National  W.  W.  "San  Diego  Water  Co.  v.  San 

Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  62  Fed.  853.  Diego,   118  Cal.  566,  60  Pac.  633; 

"  Metropolitan  Trust  Co.  v.  Houb-  Redlands  L.  &  C.  D.  Water  Co.  v. 

ton  &  T.  C.  R.  R.,  90  Fed.  683.  Redlands,    121    Cal.   365,   53   Pac. 

"Milwaukee   Electric   Ry.   &   L.  843. 

Co.    V.    Milwaukee,    87    Fed.    577,  "Spring    Valley    Waterworks    v. 

goes  almost  to  the  same  extent.  San  Francisco,  124  Fed.  574, 
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cases  goes  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  in  determining  the 
value  of  the  property  of  a  corporation  neither  the  capital 
stock  nor  bonded  indebtedness  can  be  considered.  It  is 
doubtless  true  that  in  many  cases  these  elements  may  be 
excessive  or  fictitious,  and  represent  speculative,  rather 
than  real  and  substantial,  values.  But  there  may  be 
cases  where  both  stock  and  bonds  represent  in  the  market 
a  present  actual  value  in  the  property  of  the  corporation, 
and  a  value  that  could  not  be  otherwise  very  well  estab- 
lished. In  such  a  case,  what  objection  can  there  be  to 
giving  the  evidence  such  consideration  as,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  it  deserves?  It  seems  to  me  there  can  be 
none." 

§  289.  Condition  of  the  plant  itself. 

The  essential  inadequacy  of  the  reproduction  rule  has 
often  been  remarked.  The  different  factors  that  should 
be  considered  are  well  set  forth  in  the  case  of  the  National 
Waterworks  Company  v.  Kansas  City,^*  a  suit  brought 
by  a  water  company  to  enforce  the  statutory  obligation 
resting  upon  the  city  to  pay  to  the  company  the  "fair 
and  equitable  value '^  of  the  whole  works.  In  answer  to 
the  theory  that  this  would  be  satisfied  by  finding  what 
the  works  could  be  reproduced  for,  Mr.  Justice  Brewer 
said  that  reproducing  the  waterworks  plant  would  not  be 
a  fair  test,  because  that  did  not  take  into  account  the 
value  which  flows  from  the  established  connections  be- 
tween the  pipes  and  the  buildings  of  the  city.  It  is  obvious 
that  the  mere  cost  of  purchasing  the  land,  constructing 
the  buildings,  putting  in  the  machinery,  and  laying  the 
pipes  in  the  streets — ^in  other  words,  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion— does  not  give  the  present  value  of  the  property.  A 
completed  system  of  waterworks,  such  as  the  company  has, 
without  a  single  connection  between  the  pipes  in  the 
streets  and  the  buildings  of  the  city,  would  be  a  property 
of  much  less  value  than  that  system  connected,  as  it  is, 

"  62  Fed.  853, 10  C.  C.  A.  653. 
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with  so  many  buildings,  and  earning,  in  consequence 
thereof,  the  money  which  it  does  earn.  In  the  case  of 
Knoxville  v.  Knoxville  Water  Company,^  Mr.  Justice 
Moody  pointed  out  that  in  estimating  for  regulating  pur- 
poses the  value  of  a  plant  the  cost  of  reproduction  is  not 
a  fair  measure  of  value  unless  a  substantial  allowance 
is  made  for  the  actual  depreciation  which  makes  an  old 
plant  of  less  value  than  a  new  one.  And  this  he  said  in 
the  particular  case  resulted  in  putting  too  high  a  valua- 
tion upon  the  waterworks.  Its  present  physical  value 
he  thought  was  not  more  than  the  cost  of  reproduction 
less  the  actual  depreciation. 

§  290.  What  physical  reproduction  means. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  feels  that  if 
any  importance  whatever  is  to  be  attached  to  the  cost  of 
reproduction  in  the  establishment  of  railway  rates,  the 
valuation  must  be  undertaken  by  the  Government  itself.^* 
At  the  same  time  it  should  be  said  that  the  true  value  of 
a  plant  in  operation  as  a  going  concern  is  actually  more 
than  the  itemized  specifications  for  the  construction  of 
the  plant.  Loss  of  return  before  the  plant  gets  running, 
indeed,  is  by  engineering  estimates  included  in  the  original 
cost.  At  the  same  time  it  should  be  recognized  that  the 
physical  adaptation  of  the  plant  for  the  business  done, 
brought  about  by  a  long  course  of  maintenance,  should 
be  taken  into  account,  such  as  the  solidification  of  the 
roadbed  of  a  railroad  by  constant  expenditure  upon  it. 
Recently,  therefore,  the  cost  of  reproduction  was  con- 
sidered in  determining  reasonableness  of  rate.^*  It  would 
seem  that  it  should  be  conceded  that  in  addition  to  the 
value  of  the  tangible  property  some  allowance  is  prop- 
erly to  be  made  for  the  cost  of  building  up  the  business, 

»  212  U.  S.  1,  53  L.  ed.  371,  29  «  Portland  Chamber  of  Commeroe 

Sup.  Ct.  148.  V.  O.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C. 

"  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  265. 
15  I.  C.  C.  376. 
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lesultiiig  from  the  losses  sustained  before  the  property 
has  been  placed  upon  a  paying  basis.  Decisions  of  the 
State  commissions  have  recognized  the  necessity  of  com- 
pensating for  such  early  losses,  and  the  existence  of  a 
going  value  upon  this  basis  is  becoming  well  recognized. 
It  is  the  value  of  the  enterprise  that  is  in  question,  not 
the  plant  itself;  it  is  a  business  which  is  being  regulated, 
not  a  property. 

§  291.  Identical  reproduction. 

There  are  a  number  of  different  conceptions  of  the  cost 
of  reproduction  method.^*  Cost  of  reproduction  may 
mean,  either  the  cost  at  present  prices  of  land,  labor  and 
materials  imder  hypothetical  conditions,  or  the  cost  at 
present  prices  of  land,  labor  and  materials  of  reproducing 
the  existing  plant  under  the  actual  conditions  imder  which 
the  existing  plant  was  originally  constructed.  It  is  usual 
to  say  that  the  rule  makes  the  cost  of  a  substantially  iden- 
tical reproduction  of  the  existing  plant  the  standard.  It 
does  not  mean,  however,  that  obsolete  faciUties  will  be 
exactly  dupUcated,  but  that  they  will  be  assumed  to  be 
replaced  by  some  modem  substitute.  On  the  other  hand, 
cost  of  reproduction  may  mean  the  cost  of  a  substitute 
plant  of  approved  design,  capable  of  performing  the  same 
service  as  the  existing  plant.  The  present  value  of  the 
old  plant  is,  by  this  standard,  measured  by  the  cost  of  an 
equally  eflBcient  new  plant,  less  an  allowance  for  the  de- 
preciated condition  of  the  old  plant.  Upon  the  whole, 
it  seems  to  be  the  most  logical  method  of  arriving  at  pres^ 
ent  structural  value,  if  that  is  to  be  the  test.  But  one 
diflSiculty  in  applying  it  arises  from  the  fact  that  in  many 
cases  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  and  expensive  to  determine 
on  an  equally  efficient  substitute  plan.^^ 

**  In  Capital  City  Gaa  Light  Co.  v.      the   estimated   cost  of  an   equally 
DeaMoines,  72  Fed.  829,  it  was  said      efficient  plant. 
thai  Talnation  should  be  based  upon         '^  See  also  Venner  v.  Urbana  W.  W. 

Co.,  174  Fed.  348. 
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§  292.  Intervening  conditions. 

Considered  from  all  points  of  view  the  method  of  ar- 
riving at  present  value,  by  inquiring  cost  of  reproduction 
of  the  existing  plant  imder  the  actual  physical  and  other 
conditions  under  which  it  was  actually  constructed,  is 
perhaps  fair  to  both  parties  in  the  majority  of  cases.  It 
is  a  rule  that  corresponds  to  the  actual  equities  of  the 
parties,  while  the  rule  for  reproduction,  read  as  a  whole 
at  the  present  time,  gives  an  unfair  advantage  in  some 
cases  to  the  public  and  in  other  cases  to  the  company. 
Every  legitimate  expenditure  in  adapting  the  utility  to 
the  demands  of  progress  and  community  growth  is  a 
proper  charge  to  construction,  and,  as  such,  the  investment 
therefore,  is  entitled  to  participate  in  the  distribution  of 
the  earnings  from  operation.  ^^  Obviously  expenditures  by 
a  traction  system  for  payment  incurred  by  the  utility  in 
response  to  assessments  levied  therefor  by  the  city,  or 
the  cost  of  cutting  through  a  pavement  for  construc- 
tion purposes  and  its  replacement,  are  proper  capital 
charges.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  utihty 
is  to  capitalize  expenses  for  municipal  betterment  in  which 
it  has  not  participated,  such  as  pavements  laid  later,  where 
such  accruing  benefits  to  the  utility  are  remote.^ 

§  293.  Piece-meal  construction. 

Whether  an  allowance  for  piece-meal  construction  should 
be  made  is  more  an  engineering  question  than  a  legal 
problem.  It  has  seemed  to  some  tribunals  that  the  fact 
the  plant  has  been  constructed  piece-meal  does  not  in- 
crease its  present  value,  although  the  cost  of  construction 
by  such  method  may  have  been  greater  than  if  it  had  been 
constructed  at  one  time.^  On  the  other  hand,  as  construc- 
tion goes  it  is  never  let  under  one  contract  and  done  at 

»See  Des  Moines  W.  W.  Co.  y.  y.  Cedar  Rapids,  118  Iowa,  334,  91 
Des  Moines,  192  Fed.  193.  N.  W.  1081. 

"But  see  Cedar  Rapids  W.  Co.         *^  See  St.  Louis  Public  Service  ConDr 

mission  (1911)|  p.  64. 
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one  time.  The  course  followed  in  the  constructing  of 
the  existing  plant  would  be  the  better  test.  Here  again 
if  the  actual  course  has  been  unreasonable,  one  which 
could  not  have  been  considered  good  management  at  the 
time,  it  should  not  be  taken  as  a  standard.  But  if  the 
construction  has  been  well  advised,  it  would  seem  to  be 
better  to  follow  the  actual  course  rather  than  a  hypothet- 
ical one.  At  the  same  time  it  should  be  appreciated  that 
the  question  for  the  experts  where  the  reproduction  test  is 
involved  is  what  proper  construction  of  the  plant  in  ques- 
tion would  cost." 

§  294.  Overhead  charges. 

Apart  from  the  expense  of  labor  and  material  incurred 
in  constructing  the  plant,  many  additional  costs  must  be 
met  which  do  not  appear  in  the  appraiser's  inventory 
of  tangible  property.  Among  these  are  the  expenses  of 
organization  preliminary  to  the  construction  of  the  prop- 
erty, usually  consisting  of  engineering  and  legal  expenses; 
the  expenses  of  supervising,  including  the  wages  of  aU 
contractors,  superintendence  and  necessary  administrative 
organization;  contingent  costs  due  to  loss  in  time  and 
material;  and  unexpected  obstacles  occurring  during  the 
progress  of  construction;  and,  finally,  the  expense  of  financ- 
ing the  construction,  consisting  principally  of  interest  on 
money  advanced  prior  to  operation.^  Allowances  for 
such  expenditiu^es  are  usually  made  in  appraisals  of  public 
utility  properties.  The  amount  for  such  a  percentage 
allowance  has  frequently  been  made  a  matter  of  dispute 
and  is  still  a  controverted  point.  Two  methods  of  com- 
puting overhead  charges  are  in  use:  (1)  a  scheduling  of  the 
items  of  the  overhead;  (2)  a  percentage  allowance  to  be 
added  to  structural  value. '^ 

«  See  Palo  Alto  Case  before  the  No.  2,  P.  S.  C.  N.  Y.  1st  Dist.  (1911). 

Calif.  R.  R.  Comm.  (1913).  ^  See  for  the  percentage  system, 

*See   for   the   itemised   system,  Wis.  R.  R.  Com.  Rep.,  vol.  V,  p. 

Queens  Borough  G.  &  G.  Co.  Case,  13. 
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§  296.  Unit  prices. 

If  it  is  desired  to  base  fair  value  on  the  reproduction 
method  in  its  strictest  form,  present  prices  are  doubtless 
the  more  logical.  If  the  problem  is,  what  will  it  cost  to- 
day to  replace  the  existing  plant,  the  prices  of  to-day 
will  naturally  be  used.  The  theory  that  an  average  for 
a  period  of  years  preceding  equal  to  the  assumed  con- 
struction period  shall  be  used  has  its  difficulties.'^  More- 
over, price  movements  are  quite  frequently  in  long  cycles 
and  therefore  present  prices  may  be  nearer  the  average 
based  on  the  past  few  years.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
clear  that  a  process  of  averaging  by  five  or  ten  year 
periods  greatly  reduces  the  fluctuation  in  price  level.  A 
curve  showing  monthly  prices  averaged  annuaUy  is  uneven, 
while  with  each  lengthening  of  the  period  to  two  years, 
five  years,  the  curve  is  smoothed  out  and  the  variations 
from  year  to  year  correspondingly  reduced.  If  the  re- 
production method  is  used,  not  as  an  end  in  itself  but  as 
a  means  of  finding  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  for  determin- 
ing the  relations  between  the  investor  and  the  consumer, 
a  modification  reducing  the  effect  of  price  fluctuations  is 
not  inconsistent.** 

§  296.  Cost  of  building  up  the  business. 

The  cost  of  building  up  the  business  must  be  taken  into 
consideration,  in  determining  the  value  of  the  plants  for 
rate  fixing  purposes.  Both  justice  and  authority  require 
that  a  proper  allowance  should  be  made  for  this  element  in 
placing  a  value  on  the  property  of  pubUc  service  corpora- 
tions. The  investor  in  public  service  properties  should 
receive  a  return  on  his  investment  for  the  entire  period 
during  which  it  is  devoted  to  the  pubUc  service,  and  a 
return  not  only  on  the  first  investment,  but  on  the  amount 
necessarily  spent  in  putting  the  business  on  a  paying 
basis,  including  profits  foregone  during  the  early  years. 

»»See  N.  H.  P.  S.  Com.,   1912,         "See  Conn.  P.  U.  Com.,  1912, 
p.  139.  p.  xzzvi. 
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But  there  is  no  reason  for  including  in  a  valuation  under 
the  name  of  going  value,  the  cost  of  securing  all  the  busi- 
ness connected  with  the  property  appraised.  That  the 
allowance  for  going  value  should  be  sufficient  to  cover 
the  cost  of  bringing  the  property  to  the  point  where  a 
fair  return  upon  the  prior  mvestment  can  be  secured. 
What  should  be  taken  is  the  average  time  for  the  com- 
pletion of  each  operating  unit,  due  allowance  being  made 
for  the  cost  of  such  unit.  A  pure  average  is  not  cor- 
rect, for  the  amount  of  interest  to  be  paid  has  relation, 
not  merely  to  the  period,  but  to  the  cost  of  the  work. 
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{  300.  Provisiozis  of  the  Act. 
301.  Elements  in  determining  a  fair  return. 
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306.  Reasonableness  of  return  a  judicial  question. 

307.  Reasonable  profit  upon  each  transaction. 
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309.  Status  of  the  companies  affected. 

Topic  B.  Fair  Rate  of  Return 

{  310.  Interest  upon  bonds  protected. 

311.  Rates  at  which  goyemments  can  borrow  no  criterion. 
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313.  What  are  reasonable  dividends? 

314.  Current  rate  of  return. 

315.  Fair  rate  of  return. 

316.  Current  rate  the  standard. 

317.  Reasonable  profits  suffidently  safe. 

318.  Rate  of  return  upon  investments  in  general. 

319.  Public  service  has  its  peculiar  risks. 

Topic  C  Potidee  Respecting  Return  AUowed 

{  320.  Greneral  policy  for  allowing  a  fair  return. 

321.  No  right  to  raise  rates  in  prosperous  times. 

322.  Commerdal  conditions  affecting  dividends. 

323.  More  than  current  rates  of  interest  not  secured. 

324.  How  interest  payable  is  considered. 

325.  Profits  divided  not  operating  expense. 
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Topic  D,  CharoiCUr  i3f  the  BnUrpriae 

{  330.  Larger  returos  in  risky  eDterpriaeB. 

331.  Hazards  of  the  business  considered. 

332.  Whether  uniform  return  upon  all  property. 

333.  Rate  of  interest  dependent  upon  safety. 

334.  Risk  by  reason  of  depreciated  security. 

335.  Rate  of  return  dependent  upon  locality. 
335.  Investment  in  public  service. 

337.  Present  tendencies  in  regulation. 

§  300.  Provisions  of  fhe  Act 

The  question  of  rate  of  return  has  been  subjected  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  only  to  the  extent  of 
giving  it  oversight  over  payments  of  this  sort.  Such  pay- 
ments to  owners  of  securities  must  be  duly  reported;  and 
the  requirements  of  the  Commission  in  regard  to  account- 
ing are  such  that  the  result  will  be  that  dividends  will 
only  be  showed  as  having  been  earned,  after  allowances 
for  depreciation  and  betterments^  such  as  the  Commission 
requires,  shall  be  met.  In  section  20  it  is  provided  that 
the  annual  reports,  which  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  shall 
file  with  the  Commission,  shall  show  in  detail  the  amount 
of  capital  stock  issued,  the  amoimts  paid  therefor,  and 
the  manner  of  payment  for  the  same;  the  dividends  paid, 
the  surplus  fimd,  if  any,  and  the  nimaber  of  stockholders; 
the  funded  and  floating  debts  and  the  interest  paid  thereon; 
and  the  cost  and  value  of  the  carrier's  property,  franchises, 
and  equipments.  Later  in  the  section  it  is  provided  that 
the  Commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  prescribe  the  forms 
of  any  and  all  accounts  to  be  kept  by  carriers  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Act.  The  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
the  Coiomission  under  these  provisions  of  the  Act  are  also 
discussed  in  Chapter  XX,  particularly  in  Topic  A. 

§  301.  Elements  in  determining  a  fair  return. 

What  constitutes  a  fair  rate  of  return  may  not  be  fixed 
by  general  rule,  but  is  largely  a  question  of  the  particular 
case.  It  depends  to  a  certain  extent  upon  the  character 
of  the  ^terprise;  in  established  businesses,  a  lower  rate 
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should  be  expected  than  in  new  ventures.  Again,  it  de- 
pends upon  the  nature  of  the  security;  upon  bonds,  a 
lower  rate  of  interest  is  secured  than  the  percentage  pay- 
able in  dividends  upon  stocks.  These  are  the  principal 
considerations;  but  as  the  discussion  advances  it  will 
be  seen  that  there  are  other  minor  matters  to  be  taken 
into  account.  It  will  make  some  difference,  also,  in  what 
manner  the  matter  comes  before  the  court  for  decision. 
If  the  question  is  whether  a  rate  fixed  by  one  in  a  public 
service  is  producing  an  unreasonably  high  rate  of  return, 
that  is  one  thing.  If  the  question  is  whether  a  rate  fixed 
by  public  authority,  either  by  the  legislature  directly  or 
by  a  conmiission  acting  in  pursuance  of  legislative  au- 
thority, is  imreasonably  low,  that  is  another  matter.  It 
is  obvious  that  there  is  all  the  difference  of  reasonable 
alternatives  between  these  two  aspects  of  the  problem, 
that  eight  per  cent  might  not  be  too  much  return  by  a 
schedule  fixed  by  the  company  in  one  case,  while  a  reduc- 
tion of  a  schedule  by  legislation  so  as  not  to  produce  more 
than  six  per  cent  might  not  be  thought  outrageous  in  the 
other. 

Topic  A,     Establishment  of  the  Doctrine 

§  302.  Establishment  of  the  power  to  restrict  charges. 

The  earUer  cases  under  the  Fourteenth  Amendment 
simply  established  that  the  State  might  regulate  the  rates 
of  those  engaged  in  pubUc  employment.  The  attention 
of  the  court  was  directed  to  showing  that  the  power  to 
regulate  existed,  and  practically  nothing  was  said  about 
the  limitations  upon  that  power.  And,  indeed,  the  com- 
plainants did  not  adduce  evidence  that  the  rates  fixed  by 
the  State  were  inadequate;  they  denied  altogether  that  the 
rates  could  be  regulated  at  all.  The  idea  of  these  earUer 
cases,  so  far  as  one  can  judge  from  the  language  used, 
was  that  regulation  of  rates  might  go  to  any  extent,  so 
long  as  a  deficit  was  not  brought  about."    In  the  much- 

'*  The  federal  cases  of  this  period,     net  profit  left,  apparently  no  matter 
which  held  that  if  there  was  any     how  small,  the  legislation  was  not 
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quoted  case  of  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Raikoad  v. 
Dey,'^  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  then  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
said:  "The  rule,  therefore,  to  be  laid  down  is  this:  That 
where  the  proposed  rates  will  give  some  compensation, 
however  small,  to  the  owners  of  the  railroad  property  the 
courts  have  no  power  to  interfere.  Appeal  must  then  be 
made  to  the  legislature  and  the  people.  But  where  the 
rates  prescribed  will  not  pay  some  compensation  to  the 
owners,  then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  interfere  and 
protect  the  companies  from  such  rates/' 

§  303.  Rates  fixed  must  not  produce  a  deficit 

As  soon  as  the  power  to  regulate  was  once  established, 
the  point  was  urged  that  the  power  had  its  limitations,  and 
this  the  court  conceded  in  very  guarded  language.  For 
example,  in  the  Railroad  Commission  Cases,'*  Chief  Jus- 
tice Waite  said:  "From  what  has  thus  been  said  it  is  not 
to  be  inferred  that  this  power  of  Umitation  or  regulation 
is  itself  without  limit.  This  power  to  regidate  is  not  a 
power  to  destroy,  and  limitation  is  not  the  equivalent  of 
confiscation.^'  As  late  as  the  case  of  Reagan  v.  Farmers' 
Loan  &  Trust  Company  ^  this  requisite  was  not  stated 
imequivocally.  In  that  case  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  said: 
"It  is  unnecessary  to  decide,  and  we  do  not  wish  to  be 
understood  as  laying  down  an  absolute  rule  that  in  every 
case  a  failure  to  produce  some  profit  to  those  who  have 
invested  their  money  in  the  building  of  a  road  is  conclu- 
sive that  the  tariff  is  unjust  and  unreasonable.  And  yet 
justice  demands  that  every  one  should  receive  some  com- 
pensation for  the  use  of  his  money  and  property,  if  it  be 
possible  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  others."  *^ 

oonfiflcatoryy   were:    Munn   v.    lUi-  F.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  5  Fed.  641; 

nois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed.  72;  Wells  v.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nay.  Ck)., 

Peik  V.  Clucago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  15  Fed.  561. 

94  U.  S.  164,  24  L.  ed.  97;  Chicago,  *«  35  Fed.  866,  1  L.  R.  A.  744. 

B.  A  Q.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Iowa,  94  U.  S.  »« 116  U.  S.  307,  29  L.  ed.  636. 

165,  24  L.  ed.  94;  Chicago,  M,  A  "154  U.  S.  362,  38  L.  ed.  1014,  14 

St.  P.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Ackley,  94  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  180. 

179, 24  L.  ed.  99;  TiUey  v.  Savannah,  '^  The  Federal  cases  of  this  transi- 
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§  304.  Adequate  return  must  be  left 

But  in  1898,  in  the  important  case  of  Smyth  v.  AmeS;*^ 
a  disposition  was  shown  to  give  more  protection  to  the 
owners  of  the  railroads.  It  was  proved  in  that  case  that 
the  regulation  complained  of  might,  very  probably,  leave 
some  return  above  all  proper  charges.  But  this  did  not 
satisfy  the  court,  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  saying:  "What  the 
company  is  entitled  to  ask  is  a  fair  return  upon  the  value 
of  that  which  it  employs  for  the  pubUc  convenience.  On 
the  other  hand,  what  the  public  is  entitled  to  demand 
is  that  no  more  be  exacted  from  it  for  the  use  of  a  public 
highway  than  the  services  rendered  by  it  are  reasonably 
worth."  Ever  since  this  case  the  doctrine  has  been  well 
established  that  except  in  abnormal  cases  legislation  re- 
ducing rates  which  does  not  leave  a  fair  profit  upon  the 
capital  involved  is  virtuaDy  confiscatory.  It  should  be 
noted,  as  was  pointed  out  not  long  ago  in  Missouri, 
Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion ^  that  these  limitations  apply  to  the  Interstate  Com- 


tion  period  when  it  waa  hoped  that 
a  profit  would  normally  be  left  the 
public  service  company  whose  rates 
had  been  reduced  by  legislation 
were:  Dow  y.  Beidelman,  125  U.  S. 
680,  31  L.  ed.  S41,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1028; 
Chicago  &  G.  T.  Ry.  v.  Wellman, 
143  U.  S.  339,  36  L.  ed.  176,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  400;  Chicago  N.  W.  R.  R.  v. 
Dey,  35  Fed.  866,  1  L.  R.  A.  744; 
Chicago  &  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  IJ.  Co.  v. 
Becker,  35  Fed.  883. 

« 169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  418.  See  also  St.  Louis  & 
San  Francisco  Ry.  Co.  v.  Gill,  156 
U.  S.  649,  39  L.  ed.  567,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
484. 

In  the  following  federal  cases, 
among  others,  the  new  rates  imposed 
by  governmental  authority  were  held 
confiscatory  by  the  above  prin- 
ciples on  the  showing  made  by  the 
evidence  adduced.   Cotting  v.  Kansas 
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aty  S.  Y.  Co.,  183  U.  S.  79,  46  L.  ed. 
92,  22  Sup.  Ct.  30;  Southern  Pac. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission,  78 
Fed.  236;  Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Keyes,  91  Fed.  47;  Milwaukee  Elec- 
tric Ry.  Co.  V.  Milwaukee,  87  Fed. 
577;  Ozark  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v. 
Springfield,  140  Fed.  666;  Southern 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  M'Neill,  155  Fed.  756; 
Seaboard  Air  Line  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rail- 
road Comm.,  155  Fed.  792. 

**164  Fed.  645.  See  Hooker  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Conmiiasion, 
188  Fed.  484. 

See  the  recent  United  States 
Supreme  Court  cases  in  which  the 
propriety  of  the  action  of  the  Com- 
mission under  its  recent  powers  to 
fix  rates  has  been  brought  in  question 
such  as:  Interstate  Conmieroe  Com- 
mission V.  Stickney,  215  U.  S.  98,  30 
Sup.  Ct.  66;  Interstate  Commerce 
Commismon  v.  Union  P.  Ry.,  223 
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mission  by  virtue  of  the  protection  of  property  from  in- 
vasion by  the  United  States  under  the  Fifth  Amendment, 
just  as  much  as  these  principles  hold  the  hands  of  the  State 
commissions  by  virtue  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment. 

§  306.  Reasonable  return  must  be  left 

The  present  doctrine  of  the  United  States  Supreme 
Coiui),  as  seen  in  Stanislaus  County  v.  San  Joaquin  Canal 
and  Irrigation  Company/^  is  that  rates  of  a  public  service 
company  may  be  reduced  any  amount  provided  that  a 
reasonable  retiun  is  left  to  the  owners  upon  the  value  of 
the  property  devoted  to  the  public  use.  In  that  case  an 
ordinance  adopted  by  a  board  of  supervisors  fixing  water 
rates  was  objected  to  because  the  results  would  work  a 
reduction  of  its  rates  from  eighteen  to  six  per  cent.  The 
reply  of  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  to  this  contention  was:  "It  is  not  con- 
fiscation, nor  a  taking  of  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  nor  a  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  to 
fix  water  rates  so  as  to  give  an  income  of  six  per  cent 
upon  the  then  value  of  the  property  actually  used  for 
the  purpose  of  supplying  water  as  provided  by  law,  even 
though  the  company  had  prior  thereto  been  allowed  to 
fix  rates  that  would  secure  to  it  one  and  one-half  per  cent 
a  month  income  upon  the  capital  actually  invested  in  the 
undertaking.  If  not  hampered  by  an  imalterable  con- 
tract, providing  that  a  certain  compensation  should  al- 
ways be  received,  we  think  that  a  law  which  reduces  the 
compensation  theretofore  allowed  to  six  per  cent  upon  the 
present  value  of  the  property  used  for  the  public  is  not 
unconstitutional.    There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  con- 

U.  S.  541,  56  L.  ed.  306,  31  Sup.  Gt.  Missouri  Padfio  Ry.  y.  Tuoker,  230 

108;  and  also  the  latest  cases  in  that  U.  S.  340,  57  L.  ed.  1507,  33  Sup.  Ct. 

court  on  appeal,  pointing  out  that  962;  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Qarrett, 

for  the  authorities  of  a  SUte  to  231  U.  S.  208,  57  L.  ed.  1597,  33  Sup. 

attempt  to  require  a  canier  to  serve  Ct.  985. 

for  a  rate  less  than  what  is  truly  «  192  U.  S.  201,  48  L.  ed.  406,  24 

rewonable  is  virtually  confiscation:  Sup.  Ct.  241. 
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fiscation  about  it."  ^^  It  should  be  noted  that  the  State 
courts  are  limited  by  guarantees  of  similar  tenor  in  their 
own  constitutions,  as  well  as  by  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment to  the  Federal  Constitution.  One  way  or  another, 
therefore,  precedents  as  to  the  meaning  of  confiscation 
are  significant  generally  in  this  connection.^^ 

§  306.  Reasonableness  of  return  a  judicial  question. 

In  a  comparatively  recent  case,  this  elementary  rule  is 
stated  in  most  emphatic  language.  It  appeared  in  the 
case  of  Palatka  Waterworks  v.  Palatka  ^'  that  an  ordi- 
nance of  the  city  had  reduced  rates  fifty  per  cent,  and 
against  the  enforcement  of  these  new  rates  an  injunction 
was  asked.  In  granting  this  Judge  Shelby  said:  "Con- 
ceding the  legislative  right  to  regulate  the  charges  to  be 
made  by  the  complainant  for  water,  such  regidation  must 
be  within  reasonable  limits.  It  could  not  lawfully  go  to 
the  extent  of  dejpriving  the  complainant  of  all  income 
from  its  investment,  and  in  eflfect  confiscate  its  property. 
The  power  to  regulate  could  not  legally  be  used  as  the 
power  to  destroy.  The  question  of  the  reasonableness 
of  such  regidations  is  one  for  judicial  examination  and 
determination.  But  the  judiciary  ought  not  to  interfere 
with  rates  established  under  legislative  sanction,  where 
the  legislature  has  the  right  to  act,  unless  they  are  plainly 
and  palpably  so  unreasonable  as  to  make  their  enforce- 


^^To  the  same  effect  is  Spring 
Valley  Waterworks  v.  Schottler,  110 
U.  S.  347,  28  L.  ed.  173,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
48. 

^'In  the  following  cases,  among 
others,  in  the  State  courts  the  extent 
of  these  constitutional  limitations 
was  discussed  generally:  Spring  Val- 
ley Waterworks  v.  San  Francisco, 
82  Cal.  286,  22  Pac.  910;  Chicago  v. 
Rogers  Pk.  Co.,  214  HI.  212,  73  N.  E. 
375;  Maryland  Tel.  Co.  v.  Simons 
Sons  Co.,  103  Md.  137,  63  Atl.  314; 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Philar 
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ddphia  County,  220  Pa.  St.  100,  68 
AU.  676,  16  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  108; 
State  V.  Central  Vt.  Ry.  Co.,  81  Vt. 
463,  71  Atl.  104,  130  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1065. 

♦»  127  Fed.  161.  Citing  Covington 
Road  Co.  V.  Sandford,  164  U.  S.  578, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  198,  41  L.  ed.  560; 
San  Diego  Land  Co.  v.  National 
City,  174  U.  S.  739,  19  Sup.  Ct.  804, 
43L.ed.  1154. 

See  also  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co. 
V.  No.  Pacific  Ry.,  83  Fed.  249; 
Ball  V.  Rutland  R.  R.,  93  Fed.  513. 
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ment  equivalent  to  depriving  the  complainant  of  reason- 
able returns  on  its  investment;  but  judicial  interference  is 
proper  when  the  case  shows  an  attack  upon  the  rights 
of  property,  under  the  guise  of  regulating,  which  will 
make  the  plaintiff's  property  valueless  in  his  hands." 
Since  reasonableness  of  return  is  a  judicial  question, 
any  attempt  to  prevent  access  to  the  courts  to  test  the 
validity  of  rates  estabUshed  by  the  authorities  by  imposing 
severe  penalties  as  in  Ex  parte  Young  ^^  makes  the  scheme 
of  regulation  void,  unless  provision  is  made  for  trying 
out  the  issue  in  some  way. 

§  307.  Reasonable  profit  upon  each  transaction. 

It  will  be  assumed  throughout  this  discussion  that  all 
that  the  law  secures  to  those  who  devote  their  capital  to 
public  business  is  the  enjoyment  of  total  receipts  from  that 
business,  be  it  large  or  smaU,  sufficient,  to  show  a  fair  per 
cent  of  profit  upon  that  capital  each  jwu*.  This  undoubt- 
edly is  the  general  rule  with  which  the  courts  have  been 
working.  However,  there  are  some  decisions  as  to  cer- 
tain businesses,  which  must  be  reckoned  with,  that  suggest 
a  different  basis.  According  to  these  dicta,  in  certain 
businesses,  at  least,  the  proprietors  are  entitled  to  a  fair 
percentage  of  profit  upon  each  service  it  renders,  regard- 
less of  the  total  return  this  in  the  aggregate  may  show 
upon  the  capital  that  is  employed.  In  deciding  against 
legislation  reducing  the  charges  of  a  stock  yard  the  Su- 
preme Court  ^*  said:  ''The  question  is  not  how  much  he 
makes  out  of  his  voliune  of  business,  but  whether  in  each 


**  209  U.  S.  123,  52  L.  ed.  714,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  441.  See  also  Missouri 
Pa4sifio  Ry.  v.  Tucker,  230  U.  S. 
340,  57  L.  ed.  1507,  33  Sup.  Ct.  961. 

If,  however,  the  statute  imposing 
the  penalty  may  be  construed  so  as 
not  to  be  applicable  to  one  testing  its 
validity  in  gpod  faith  the  difficulty  is 
obviated.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  v. 
Conley,  230  U.  S.  513,  57  L.  ed.  1597, 

17 


33  Sup.  Ct.  985.  See  also  Louisville 
&  N.  V.  Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  48,  when  the  provisions 
were  held  to  be  separable. 

**Cotting  V.  Kansas  City  Stock 
Yards  Co.,  183  U.  S.  79,  46  L.  ed. 
92, 22  Sup.  Ct.  30. 

Citing  Canada  So.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
International  Bridge  Co.,  L.  R.  8 
App.  Cas.  723. 

[257] 


§  308  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

particular  transaction  the  charge  is  an  unreasonable  trans- 
action for  the  service  rendered."  What  the  Privy  Council 
had  previously  said  in  regard  to  bridge  tolls  was  ap- 
proved. ''The  principle  must  be,  when  reasonableness 
comes  in  question,  not  what  profit  it  may  be  reasonable  for 
a  company  to  make,  but  what  it  is  reasonable  to  charge 
to  the  person  who  is  charged/'  These  dicta  as  will  be 
seen  when  the  cases  are  examined  more  closely  by  one,  are 
by  the  context  confined  to  that  small  class  of  public 
services  which  receive  no  public  aid  either  by  way  of 
grant  or  of  privilege;  thus  confined  it  should  not  affect 
the  general  law.^*  But,  certainly,  were  it  to  be  held  a 
proper  principle  for  all  cases,  it  would  subvert  the  whole 
basis  of  the.  established  law.  Those  businesses  m  which 
there  are  naturally  but  few  transactions  comparatively, 
would  be  ruined,  while  those  in  which  a  great  number  of 
transactions  are  carried  on  would  profit  enormously. 

§  308.  Jttrisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Commission  has  disclaimed 
jurisdiction  to  deal  with  the  question  of  the  rate  of  re- 
turn, which  the  carriers  are  getting,  as  such.  It  declared 
in  the  Rate  Advance  cases  of  1910  that  it  had  no  author- 
ity to  say  that  a  railroad  ought  to  earn,  either  as  a  matter 
of  right  or  as  a  matter  of  public  poUcy,  any  given  per  cent 
upon  its  value;  but,  in  discharging  its  duty  to  say  whether 
the  particular  rates  which  the  carriers  propose  to  es- 
tablish, are  just  and  reasonable,  it  must  determine  in  a 
general  way  what  a  fair  return  would  be.*^  It  has,  until 
recently,  taken  the  attitude  that,  strictly  speaking,  it 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  say  defendants  are  justified  in  ad- 
vancing rates  for  purpose  of  obtaining  greater  net  rev- 

*It  was  held  in  one  proceeding  See  also  to   the  same  effect,  In 

that  10%  of  groes  express  earnings  re    Express    Rates,    24    I.    C.    C. 

in  the  express  business  being  profit  380. 

is  liberal,   because  the  capital  in-  ^  In  re  Advance  in  Rates— Eastern 

volved  is  so  small.    Kendel  v.  Adams  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  243. 
Express  Co.,  13  I.  C.  C.  475. 
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enues;  but  in  the  Five  Per  Cent  Rate  cases  of  1914  this  policy 
has  apparently  been  abandoned  by  the  majority  of  the 
Conunission,  to  judge  from  the  language  of  the  minority.'** 
The  fact  that  net  earnings  may  be  large  does  not  of  it- 
self justify  the  Commission  in  fixing  rates  less  than  are 
reasonable  for  service ;  likewise  whether  the  Commission  has 
power  to  reduce  rates  for  sole  reason  that  revenues  are 
excessive  is  not  decided.^*  At  the  same  time,  in  reduc- 
ing rates,  the  Commission  feels  boimd  to  consider  whether 
a  contemplated  readjustment  of  rates  will  result  in  imdue 
impairment  of  the  revenues  of  the  railroad.^  And  it 
will  be  much  swayed  by  the  contention,  if  supported  by 
the  evidence,  that  a  decrease  in  rates  would  be  ruinous 
to  the  business  of  the  protestants. 

§  309.  Status  of  the  companies  affected. 

Unreasonable  rates  cannot  be  permitted  simply  be- 
cause the  entire  result  of  company's  operations  might 
not  be  as  favorable  as  would  otherwise  be  proper.*^  The 
mere  fact  that  the  road  in  question  is  being  operated  at 
a  loss,  does  not  justify  rates  unreasonably  high  for  service 
performed.^*  It  follows  that  the  unfavorable  financial  condi- 
tion of  the  defendant  railroad  cannot  lawfully  be  remedied 
by  imposing  unreasonable  rates.  ^^  The  Commission  has 
taken  the  attitude  that  an  increase  made  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  more  revenue  cannot  be  justified.** 
And  it  has  said  that  the  capitalization  of  a  corporation  is 
not  a  measure  of  the  reasonableness  of  its  rates.*'  And 
in  one  opinion,  at  least,  the  Commission  went  so  far  as 

*•  The    Five    Per    Cent    Cases.  "  In  re  Advance  on  Coal  to  Lake 

Opinions  of  Dec.  18, 1914.  Ports,  22 1.  C.  C.  R.  604. 

*  Railroad  CommisdonerB  of  Iowa  ^  Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

V.  I.  C.  C.  R.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  181.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,   16  I.  C.  C. 

See  also  city  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  512. 

19 1.  C.  C.  162.  »*  Demer  Son  &  Co.  v.  A.  T.  & 

■•  Blaok  Mountain  C.  L.  Co.  v.  N.  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  575. 

Southern  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  286.  "  Commercial  Club  of  Salt  Lake 

"  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C.  City  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19 1.  C.  C. 

380.  218. 
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to  say  that  a  definite  and  uniform  allotment  of  funds  from 
the  charge  imposed  for  the  movement  of  each  character 
of  traffic,  to  provide  for  interest,  dividends  and  surplus  is 
not  proper.^  Of  course,  the  fact  that  all  concerned  have 
been  prosperous,  although  a  matter  to  be  considered,  does 
not  conclusively  show  that  rates  are  not  right.  ^^  But  dur- 
ing the  time  it  is  being  operated  without  assurance  of  profit, 
a  new  line  would  not  be  required  to  establish  as  low  a  rate 
as  a  more  firmly  established  road.^ 


Topic  B.    Fair  Rate  of  Return 

§  310.  Interest  upon  bonds  protected. 

It  was  generally  agreed  from  the  very  first  that,  what- 
ever might  be  the  right  to  earn  a  dividend  upon  stock, 
the  interest  upon  the  outstanding  bonds  must  be  pro- 
tected. Thus  in  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Railway  v. 
Dey,^'  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  was  apparently  ready  to  pro- 
tect the  interest  upon  outstanding  bonds  in  all  contin- 
gencies, although  he  left  the  question  of  whether  any  surplus 
should  be  left  for  dividends  to  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 
lature. But,  certainly,  as  the  United  States  Supreme  Court 
said  some  years  later,  bond  issues  which  have  no  actual 
values  behind  them  have  no  protection.**  And  if  the  in- 
terest in  the  bonds  is  fixed  unduly  high  at  the  outset,  it 
will  not  be  protected  against  legislation  reducing  rates, 
as  the  California  courts  hold.^^  Indeed,  it  has  been  ques- 
tioned whether  more  than  the  current  rate  of  interest 
upon  borrowings,  in  an  enterprise  of  similar  character, 
can  be  secured  to  bondholders.    In  the  case  of  Steenerson 


"  Railroad  Commissioners  of  Iowa 
V.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  181. 

^  Railroad  Commissioners  of 
Florida  v.  8.  A.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  1. 

«  Collingwood  Brick  Co.  v.  P.  M. 
R.  R.,  26 1.  C.  C.  572. 

w  35  Fed.  866.  See  also  Brymer  v. 
Butler  Water  Co.,  179  Pa.  St.  231, 
36  Atl.  249,  36  L.  R.  A.  260. 
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»  Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466, 
42  L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418.  See 
also:  Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v. 
San  Francisco,  124  Fed.  574. 

•*  Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v. 
San  Francisco,  124  Fed.  574.  And 
compare  Redlands  L.  &  C.  D. 
Water  Co.  v.  Redlands,  121  CaL 
365, 53  Pac.  843. 
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V.  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,®^  the  court  an- 
swered the  question  in  the  negative,  Mr.  Justice  Canty 
saying:  '^If  a  railway  company  has  made  what  turns 
out  to  be  a  bad  bargain  by  issuing  its  bonds  for  six 
per  cent  or  seven  per  cent  interest  per  annum  that 
should  be  its  misfortune  and  not  the  misfortune  of  the 
public."  •« 

§  311.  Rates  at  which  governments  can  borrow  no  criterion. 

The  Commission  has  been  accustomed  to  repeat  with 
approval  the  language  of  the  courts  to  the  effect  that  com- 
pensation impUes  payment  of  cost  of  service,  interest  on 
bonds,  and  then  some  dividend.  The  rates  at  which  gov- 
ernmental bodies  can  borrow  is  obviously  no  critejrion  in 
itself.  The  standard  is  what  the  cmrent  rate  of  return 
is  on  securities  of  private  companies  conducting  other 
businesses  of  similq,r  character.  This  has  been  pointed 
out  by  the  Commission,  very  clearly:*^  "In  many  countries 
the  conduct  of  transportation  by  railways  is  imdertaken 
by  the  government  at  public  expense.  The  government 
of  the  United  States  could  probably  borrow  what  money 
would  be  needed  to  buy  or  build  the  railways  of  this  coim- 
try  at  from  2  1-2  to  3  per  cent.  Ought  the  public  to  be 
taxed  for  the  service  rendered  beyond  this  rate  of  interest? 
Plainly,  no  such  test  ought  to  be  applied.  This  govern- 
ment does  not  imdertake  that  duty,  nor  does  it  guarantee 
any  rate  of  return  upon  the  money  invested.  It  would 
be  clearly  imjust  to  impose  upon  the  private  capital  which 
performs  this  quasi-govemment  fimction  all  the  hazard 
without  allowing  it  some  participation  in  whatever  profit 
may  accrue."  •^ 

•«e9  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713.  Co.  v.  City  of  Norwich,  76  Conn. 

But  see  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  565, 57  Atl.  746. 

Philadelphia  County,   220  Pa.   St.  •*  Morgan  Grain  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L.  R. 

100,  68  Atl.  676,  16  L.  R.  A.  (N.  8.)  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  460. 

106.  **Re  Advance  Freight  Rates,   9 

**See  contra,  Norwich  Gas  &  E.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 
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§  312.  Prevailing  rate  of  interest  allowed. 

The  prevailing  rate  of  interest  upon  bonds  of  like  secu- 
rity is  to  be  allowed  to  bondholders;  and  the  court  will 
inform  itself  as  to  that.  Thus  when  the  point  was  raised 
in  Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  Company  v.  Milwaukee" 
Judge  Seaman  in  protecting  the  bondholders  and  others 
against  imdue  reduction  of  fares  by  city  ordinance,  said: 
"The  interest  rate  fixed  in  the  bonds  issued  by  the  company 
is  5  per  cent.  The  rate  which  prevails  in  this  market, 
as  shown  by  the  uncontroverted  testimony,  is  6  per  cent 
for  real  estate  mortgages  and  like  securities.  If  the 
$5,000,000  basis  be  adopted,  surely  a  better  rate  must  be 
afforded  for  the  risks  of  investment  than  can  be  obtained 
on  securities  of  this  class,  in  which  there  is  no  risk.  Upon 
the  basis  of  $7,000,000,  which  is  more  logical  and  just, 
the  5  per  cent  named  in  the  bonds  is  clearly  not  excessive, 
and  should  be  accepted  by  a  court  of  equity  as  the  mini- 
mum of  allowance;  and,  even  upon  the 'defendant's  partial 
showing,  the  return  would  be  less  than  one-quarter  per 
cent  above  that,  with  the  large  margin  for  depreciation 
left  out  of  account."  ^ 

§  313.  What  are  reasonable  dividends? 

Within  the  last  ten  years,  as  has  been  seen,  the  general 
principle  has  become  established  that  there  must  be  left 
to  those  who  conduct  a  public  enterprise  an  adequate 
return  on  their  investment  as  a  whole.  This  newer  view 
was  well  put  in  one  sentence  in  New  Memphis  Gas  Light 
Company  v.  New  Memphis,®*  thus:  "The  company  has  a 
right  to  such  gross  revenue  from  the  sale  of  gas  as  will 
enable  it  to  pay  all  legitimate  operating  expenses,  pay 
interest  on  valid  fixed  charges,  so  far  as  bonds  or  securities 
represent  an  expenditiu^  actually  made  in  good  faith,  and 
also  to  pay  a  reasonable  dividend  on  stock,  so  far  as  this 

••  87  Fed.  577.  Joaquin  C.  A  I.  Co.,  Ifi2  U.  S.  201, 

<^  The  prevaiting  rate  of  interest  is      48  L.  ed.  406,  24  Sup.  Ct.  241. 
the  test;  see  Stanislaus  Co.  v.  San         «  72  Fed.  952. 
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represents  an  actual  investment  in  the  enterprise.''  What 
then  is  reasonable  dividend?  Dividends  upon  stock  at 
least  where  there  are  outstanding  bonds  ought  to  be  per- 
mitted to  be  somewhat  larger  than  the  interest  upon  the 
bonds.  Since  the  bonds  have  a  prior  lien  upon  the  assets, 
the  risk  to  the  holders  of  them  is  much  less  than  to  the 
holders  of  stock,  and  the  stockholders  should  therefore 
have  a  higher  rate  of  return  because  of  the  risk  of  passing 
of  dividends  in  bad  times  or  of  foreclosure  in  case  of  com- 
plete failure.  This  question  of  reasonable  dividend  de- 
pends chiefly  upon  the  current  rate  of  return.*^ 

§  314.  Current  rate  of  return. 

What  constitutes  a  fair  rate  of  return  must  obviously  be 
determined  by  some  standard.  The  current  rate  of  return 
upon  enterprises  of  a  similar  character  is  submitted  to  be 
the  true  basis  of  fixing  the  percentage.  This  is  the  basis 
insisted  upon  in  testing  the  evidence  in  the  more  discrimi- 
nating cases  which  discuss  the  problem  carefully.  Thus 
in  Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v.  San  Francisco/®  where  an 
ordinance  passed  by  a  board  of  supervisors  would  reduce 
the  annual  net  earnings  below  4.40  per  cent  on  the  value 
of  the  property  necessarily  employed  in  the  service,  or 
3.30  per  cent  on  its  stock  after  deducting  proper  charges, 
its  enforcement  was  enjoined  as  fixing  a  rate  so  low  as  to 
be  a  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation,  Judge  Merrow  said:  ''The  next  question 
to  be  considered  is,  what  will  be  a  fair  and  reasonable 
income  for  the  complainant  to  receive  as  a  just  compensa- 
tion for  the  public  use  of  its  property?  A  number  of 
bankers  have  testified  as  to  the  usual  and  customary  net 
income  from  investments  of  $10,000,000  and  upwards  of 
capital  in  corporations  of  a  quasi-public  nature,  where 
judiciously  managed.     The  affidavits  of  four  bankers  of 

•*  Among  the  many  cases  to  this      100,  68  Atl.  676,  15  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
e£Fect,  see  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.      106. 
Philadelphia  County,   220   Pa.   St.         "«  124  Fed.  574. 

[263] 


§  315  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

long  experience  and  well-known  character  and  standing 
fix  the  rate  at  not  less  than  7  per  cent  per  annum,  and 
aver  that  a  net  income  of  less  than  7  per  cent  per  annum 
from  large  investments  would  not  be  a  reasonable  or  fair 
return.  The  affidavits  of  five  bankers  of  like  standing  and 
character  and  similar  experience  fix  the  rate  at  not  less 
than  6  per  cent  per  annum,  and  aver  that  a  net  income 
of  less  than  6  per  cent  per  annum  for  large  investments 
would  not  be  a  reasonable  or  fair  return.  The  affidavit 
of  one  banker  of  large  wealth  and  experience  fixes  the  rate 
of  net  income  from  such  investments  at  between  4  and  5 
per  cent  per  annum.    The  weight  of  evidence  is  clearly 

in  favor  of  a  rate  of  not  less  than  6  per  cent  per  annum."  ^^ 

• 

§  315.  Fair  rate  of  return. 

According  to  present  ideas,  therefore,  a  fair  rate  of 
return  must  be  left  in  the  generality  of  cases;  but  if  an 
adequate  return  is  left,  the  l^islation  is  of  course  con- 
stitutional, although  it  be  a  reduction  from  the  rates 
formerly  in  force.  In  Cedar  Rapids  Company  v.  Cedar 
Rapids  ^^  Mr.  Justice  Weaver  in  dismissing  a  complaint, 
to  the  effect  that  a  reduction  in  rates  of  a  water  com- 
pany made  by  public  authority  was  imconstitutional  be- 
cause confiscatory,  said:  ''Just  the  extent  which  this  re- 
duction will  affect  the  company's  earnings  it  is  impossible 
to  prove  or  predict  with  certainty,  but  we  see  no  reason 
to  believe  that  the  total  revenue,  after  making  all  due 
allowance  for  discounts,  will  be  reduced  below  $50,000. 
The  operating  expenses  charged  for  the  year  preceding 
the  trial  (being  largely  in  excess  of  the  average  in  its  ex- 
perience) were  $23,000,  or,  including  taxes,  $28,000.  On 
this  basis  the  net  earnings  are  5  1-2  per  cent  on  a  valua- 
tion of  $400,000,  or  4  2-5  per  cent  on  a  valuation  of 
$500,000,  or  6  1-2  per  cent  on  the  total  amount  of  capital 

7^  Of  the  cases  cited,  see  especially      U.  S.  439,  47  L.  ed.  892,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
San  Diego  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Jasper,  189      571. 

"118  Iowa,  234,  91  N.  W.  1081. 
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stock  and  bonds.  Stated  otherwise,  this  will  enable  the 
company  to  pay  its  interest  charge  of  $7,500^  make  a 
dividend  of  5  per  cent  on  its  capital  stock  (including  stock 
issued  as  dividends),  and  leave  a  margin  of  over  $3,000  for 
contingencies.  This  estimate  of  earnings  may  be  very 
materially  reduced,  or  the  estimate  of  the  value  of  the 
plant  be  very  materially  increased,  before  the  coiurt  will 
be  justified  in  saying  that  the  plaintiff  s  property  is  being 
exposed  to  destruction  or  confiscation  by  an  unprofitable 
schedule  of  rates/' " 

§  316.  Current  rate  the  standard. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  current  rate  of  return 
to  capital  is  accepted  as  the  true  basis  of  fixing  the 
percentage.  Some  illustrations  of  the  way  the  courts 
treat  the  matter  nowadays  will  illustrate  this  fiurther. 
In  Brymer  v.  Butler  Water  Company^*  the  court  said 
in  reviewing  the  schedule  of  a  water  company,  that  it  is 
entitled  to  a  rate  of  return,  if  the  property  will  earn  it, 
not  less  than  the  legal  rate  of  interest;  a  return  of  some- 
thing over  six  per  cent  was  held  not  unreasonable  there- 
fore. Furthermore  this  court,  in  the  still  later  case  of  the 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  v.  Philadelphia  Coimty,^* 
frankly  said  that  it  regarded  its  previous  suggestion  of 
six  per  cent  as  simply  fixing  a  minimum  return,  not  the 
maximum  one  at  all.  Men  do  not  put  their  money  into 
business  enterprises  for  small  interest,  as  this  court  well 
says.  In  a  recent  federal  case^*  the  court  thought  that 
the  owners  of  a  railroad  should  have  a  profit  above  the 
necessary  expense  of  conducting  such  business  equal  to 
eight  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  value  of  the  property 
so  employed,  that  being  the  legal  rate  of  interest  in  Ala- 
bama on  loans  of  money,  and  the  cmrent  rate  of  profit 

^  See  accord   Brymer   v.   Butler  '« 220  Pa.  St.  100,  68  Atl.  676,  15 

Water  Co.,  179  Pa.  St.  231,  36  Atl.  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  108. 

249, 36  L.  R.  A.  260.  ^  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Com- 

TM79  Pa.  St.  231,  36  Atl.  249.  mission,  161  Fed.  925. 
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upon  property  used  in  business  enterprises  similar  to 
roads.  And  upon  the  same  general  principle,  another 
federal  judge  held  recently  that  a  local  Louisiana  tele- 
phone company  which  was  making  seven  per  cent  ought 
not  to  be  disturbed.^  With  these  cases  in  mind,  one  is 
justified  in  sajdng  that  the  current  rate  of  return  to  capital 
invested^  in  the  community  served  may  confidently  be 
expected/* 

§  317.  Reasonable  profits  sufficiently  safe. 

In  any  normal  case,  the  proprietor  of  a  public  service 
may  therefore  expect  a  dividend  equal  to  the  current 
rate  of  return  in  enterprises  of  similar  character.  It  should 
be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that  public  services  have  in 
general  more  assured  permanence,  and  less  danger  of 
ruinous  competition,  than  most  private  businesses.  How- 
ever, opinions  must  necessarily  diflfer  as  to  what  would  be 
a  reasonable  profit  in  a  given  case.  Most  courts,  when 
asked  to  declare  the  action  of  some  legislative  body  in 
reducing  certain  rates  to  be  virtual  confiscation,  will  take 
the  attitude  that,  unless  the  reduction  worked  is  really 
indefensible,  the  legislative  rate  will  not  be  disturbed.*^ 
Thus  in  a  recent  Iowa  case  *^  the  court  did  not  consider  an 
ordinance  confiscatory  which  so  reduced  rates  as  to  leave 
the  company  about  five  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty which  resulted  in  this  case  in  over  six  per  cent  on 
its  outstanding  securities.  A  recent  Florida  case,*^  where 
it  was  held  that  the  court  could  not  say  that  even  three 
and  one-half  per  cent  upon  the  cost  of  a  system  was  con- 
fiscatory, is  to  be  explained  by  the  fact  that  the  present 
value  might  be  one-half  of  the  actual  cost.     Generally 

"  Cumberland  TeL  &  Td.  Co.  v.  212  U.  S.  19,  53  L.  ed.  382,  29  Sup. 

R.  R.  Commission,  156  Fed.  823.  Ct.  192. 

^  Missouri  R.  &  R.  T.  Co.  v.  Love,  •*  Cedar    Rapids    Water    Co.    v. 

177  Fed.  493.  Cedar   Rapids,   118   Iowa,  234,  91 

«Loui8viUe   &    N.    Ry.    Co.    v.  N.W.1081. 

Brown,  123  Fed.  946.  <^<  State  ex  rel.  v.  Seaboard  A.  L. 

»  Willcox  V.  ConsoUdated  Gas  Co.,  R.  R.  Co.,  48  Fla.  129,  37  So.  314. 
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speaking  proof  that  the  net  earnings  which  will  be  left 
by  the  proposed  reduction  will  leave  an  absurdly  low  per- 
centage, as  in  one  recent  case  ®^  two  and  one-third  per  cent, 
is  enough  to  condemn  the  legislative  rate.  In  one  of  the 
latest  federal  cases  ^^  it  is  said  succinctly  that  the  authori- 
ties practically  establish  a  six  per  cent  minimmn.  This 
is  based  upon  the  doctrine  in  Cotting  v.  Kansas  City 
Stock  Yards  Company;  *^  the  court  said  in  effect  that  legis- 
lation cutting  the  return  of  the  company  below  six  per 
cent  was  unconstitutional.  Confined  by  the  courts  to  this 
extent;  regulation  by  commissions  should  have  no  terror 
to  the  investor.  Bonds  and  stocks  thus  protected  will  not 
be  brought  below  par  by  governmental  action;  indeed,  they 
will  in  certain  instances  still  sell  at  a  premium. 

§  318.  Rate  of  return  upon  investments  in  general. 

Whatever  standards  there  are  in  this  matter  are  plainly 
external^  and  the  court  will  take  into  accoimt  the  rate  of 
return  upon  investments  prevailing  in  business  generally. 
In  a  later  opinion^  the  Commissions  laid  down  this 
policy,  '*It  may  be  admitted  that  it  is  for  the  interest  of 
the  general  public,  as  well  as  the  railroads,  that  their 
funded  debt  should  bear  as  low  a  rate  of  interest  as  possible. 
A  very  considerable  part  of  the  saving  to  railway  com- 
panies in  recent  years  has  come  from  a  reduction  in  the 
rate  of  interest  paid.  In  1895  the  average  rate  paid  by  all 
the  railroads  of  this  coimtry  was  4.69  per  cent;  in  1909 
this  figure  had  been  reduced  to  3.90  per  cent,  and  the 
saving  computed  upon  the  indebtedness  of  1909  represented 
by  this  decrease  in  the  rate  of  interest  would  have  amounted 
to  $77,000,000.  Interest  upon  its  funded  debt  is  a  fixed 
charge  in  the  nature  of  an  operating  expense,  and,  in  pro- 
portion as   this  charge  can   be  reduced,   benefit  should 

«Coal  A  Coke  Co.  v.  Conley,  67  » 183  U.  S.  79,  46  L.  ed.  92,  22 

W.  Va.  129, 67  S.  E.  613.  Sup.  Ct.  30. 

•*  St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Hadley,  "  Advance     in     Rates,— Eastan 

168  Fed.  317.  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  243,  paanirn. 
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accrue  both  to  the  railway  company  and  its  patrons. 
It  must  must  be  conceded,  therefore,  that  railway  rates 
and  the  treatment  of  our  railways  should  be  such  as  will 
make  the  long-time  railway  bond,  which  bears  a  proper 
relation  to  the  value  of  the  security,  a  favorite  with  the  in- 
vesting public."  ^ 

§  319.  Public  service  has  its  peculiar  risks. 

Just  what  rate  of  interest  a  pubUc  service  company 
should  be  allowed  to  pay  upon  its  securities  is  difficult  to 
determine  by  rule,  since  the  circumstances  will  be  different 
in  different  cases.  Whatever  it  is  obliged  to  pay  to  sell 
its  bonds  at  par,  if  the  negotiations  for  the  issue  are  con- 
ducted with  good  faith,  would  be  the  test.  And  that  would 
depend  upon  the  stability  of  the  business  to  the  mind  of 
the  lenders.  Public  service  bonds  are  sold  on  the  exchanges 
from  as  low  as  a  three  per  cent  basis  to  as  high  as  a  sixteen 
per  cent  basis,  and  doubtless  will  always  continue  to  do 
so.  Enterprise  and  industrial  progress  would  be  at  a  stand- 
still if  the  rate  was  kept  down  to  that  on  government  bonds.^ 
It  must  be  remembered  that  those  who  embark  in  pubUc 
services  place  their  property  to  a  great  extent  in  the  hands 
of  the  public.  They  must  be  always  ready  to  supply  the 
public  demand,  and  must  take  the  risk  of  any  falling  off 
in  demand.  They  cannot  convert  their  property  to  any 
other  use,  however  unprofitable  the  pubUc  use  may  have 
become.^  They  must  run  in  good  times  and  bad  with 
substantially  the  same  expense.  If  they  lose  in  bad  times, 
they  cannot  recoup  themselves  by  extraordinary  profits 


"  Where  particular  rates  on  a 
particular  commodity  between  par- 
ticular points  are  challenged^  the 
question  of  net  eamings  on  the 
particular  lines  involved  is  not  im- 
portant, unless  it  be  shown  that  the 
mar^n  of  profit  is  so  small  on  the 
system's  business,  as  a  whole,  that  a 
reduction  in  the  particular  rates 
would  reduce  the  whole  income  below 
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Trade  of  Winston-Salem  v.  N.  A  W. 
Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  12. 

"  This  is  in  part  paraphrased  from 
Wilkes-Barre  v.  Spring  Brook  Water 
Co.,  4  Lack.  Leg.  News,  367. 

"'Long  Branch  Commission  v. 
Tintem  Manor  Water  Co.,  70  N.  J. 
Eq.  71,  62  Atl.  474. 
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in  good  timeB.    These  risks  exist  to  some  extent  in  all  com- 
munities, but  they  are  greater  in  some  than  in  others. 

Topic  C.    Policies  Respecting  Return  Allowed 

§  320.  General  policy  for  allowing  a  fair  return. 

According  to  modern  views  upon  the  constitutional 
guaranties,  an  adequate  return  upon  the  true  value  of  the 
property  devoted  to  the  public  use,  by  those  who  conduct 
a  public  service,  ought  in  all  normal  cases  to  be  left;  other- 
wise, it  is  conceded,  they  are  in  effect  deprived  of  their 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  if  their  rates  are  so 
reduced  by  public  authority  as  to  leave  no  such  adequate 
retiun.  '*The  ordinary  considerations  of  justice  require 
that  the  money  so  invested  by  invitation  of  the  Govern- 
ment should  be  allowed  a  fair  return.  This  does  not  mean 
that  we  should  permit  rates  which  will  guarantee  all  rail- 
road investment,  nor  which  will  guarantee  any  railroad 
investment  at  all  times,  but  we  should  allow  rates  which 
will  yield  to  this  capital  as  large  a  return  as  it  could  have 
obtained  from  other  investment  of  the  same  grade.  If 
rates  formerly  in  effect  have  become  insufficient,  then 
higher  rates  should  be  permitted."  ^  This  is  based  upon 
sound  public  policy;  it  ought  always  be  plain  that  those 
who  mvest  their  funds  in  some  public  employment  are 
going  to  get  a  fair  per  cent  upon  their  investment;  because, 
luiless  they  are  assured  of  this,  they  will  employ  their 
money  elsewhere;  and  many  enterprises  necessary  for  the 
public  convenience  will  not  be  undertaken,  nor  will  ex- 
isting plants  be  extended.  It  is,  then,  not  only  due  con- 
sideration for  the  rights  of  others,  who  have  already  in- 
vested their  money  in  public  service  companies,  but  also 
an  enlightened  selfishness,  with  a  view  to  the  future,  which 
dictates  the  policy  that  a  reasonable  return  upon  the  value 
of  the  property  used  in  the  public  service  shall  be  held 
to  be  protected  by  the  constitution.    "  If  the  present  system 

"^  Advance  in  Rates,  Eastern  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243,  passim. 
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of  private  ownership  of  railways  is  to  be  continued,  suffi- 
cient inducement  must  be  extended  to  private  investors."  '^ 


§  321.  No  right  to  raise  rates  in  prosperous  times. 

In  prosperous  times  business  all  over  the  coimtry  in- 
creases, and  consequently  the  amoimt  of  traffic  carried 
by  the  railways  increases.  Since  in  the  railroad  business 
the  law  of  increasing  returns  because  of  decreasing  costs 
has  surprising  scope,  this  increase  of  traffic  will  produce 
greater  profits  at  the  rates  formerly  established.  To  a 
certain  extent,  the  carrier  may  enjoy  these  increased  profits 
in  prosperous  times,  without  the  obligation  to  reduce  rates, 
but  the  carrier  may  not  increase  rates,  because  in  pros- 
perous times  the  shippers  can  afford  to  pay  more.  This 
contention  was  well  handled  by  the  Commission  in  one 
case,*^  thus:  ''The  test  of  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate  is 
not  the  amount  of  the  profit  in  the  business  of  a  shipper 
or  manufacturer,  but  whether  the  rate  jdelds  a  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  services  rendered.  If  the  prosperity 
of  the  manufacturer  is  to  have  a  controlling  influence,  this 
would  justify  a  higher  rate  on  the  traffic  of  the  prosperous 
manufacturer  than  on  that  of  one  less  prosperous.  The 
right  to  participate  in  the  prosperity  of  a  shipper  by  rais- 
ing rates  is  simply  a  license  to  the  carrier  to  appropriate 
that  prosperity,  or  in  other  words,  to  transfer  the  shipper's 
legitimate  profit  in  his  business  from  the  shipper  to  the 
carrier."  *^ 

§  322.  Commercial  conditions  affecting  dividends. 

To  a  certain  extent,  the  dividends  which  a  railroad  com- 
pany can  earn  are  dependent  upon  commercial  conditions 
generally.     When  crops  fail  or  when  commercial  crises 

»*  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  said:  "The  carriers  necessarily  and 

376.  justly  participate  in  the  increased 

•'Central   Yellow   Pine   Asso.   v.  prosperity  of  their  patrons  in  the 

Illinois  C.  R.  R.,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  505.  resultant  enlargement  of  their  own 

"In   Tift   V.    Southern    Ry.,    10  business." 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  548,  the  Commission 

[270] 


Rate  of  Return 


[§323 


come,  the  general  business  of  the  common  carrier  uxevi- 
tably  falls  oflf.  Even  if  it  should  raise  its  rates  very  con- 
siderably,  it  would  be  difficult  for  it  to  maintain  its  reg- 
ular dividends;  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  ought  to  do 
80;  and  increase  thereby  the  general  distress.  This  may 
be  pressed  too  far,  and  perhaps  the  point  is  overstated 
by  those  who  insist  that  a  railroad  cannot  say:  When 
times  are  prosperous  and  dividends  large,  we  win,  when 
times  are  hard  and  business  dull,  the  public  must  lose.*^ 
The  business  of  the  carrier  cannot  but  be  affected  by  the 
state  of  commerce  in  the  country  at  large.  It  is,  perhaps, 
true  that,  with  good  times  and  rising  prices,  the  value  of 
the  property  of  a  public  service  company  increases  with 
other  values;  and  consequently  it  may  justify  higher  earn- 
ings. And,  if  the  carrier  must  suffer  to  a  certain  extent 
with  others  in  bad  times,  he  ought  be  allowed  to  recoup 
himself  to  some  extent  in  prosperous  times.  Promoters 
and  proprietors  of  roads  have  looked  to  the  future,  as 
they  had  a  right  to  do,  and  as  they  were  induced  to  do  by 
the  solicitation  of  the  various  commimities  through  which 
they  run,  and  by  various  encouragements  offered  by  the 
State.«5 


§  323.  More  than  current  rates  of  interest  not  secured. 

It  is  a  disputed  question  whether  more  than  the  current 
rate  of  interest  upon  enterprises  of  similar  character  can 
be  secured  to  bondholders.  In  the  case  of  Steenerson  v. 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company  ••  the  court  answered 
the  question  in  the  negative,  as  this  fm^ther  extract  from 


**  See  Mathews  v.  Board  of  Corp. 
Comm.,  106  Fed.  7. 

As  the  rates  of  defendants  ought 
not  to  be  fixed  altogether  with  r^ 
spect  to  the  recent  years  of  prosperity, 
so  neither  should  they  be  established 
upon  the  basis  of  this  year  of  adverse 
CDPdittons.  City  of  Spokane  v. 
N.  P.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  376. 

**See    Metropolitan    T.    Co.   v. 


Houston  &  T.  C.  Ry.,  90  Fed. 
683. 

Because  the  revenues  of  a  carrier 
are  high  during  a  period  of  general 
prosperity,  rates  should  not  be 
reduced;  the  periods  when  it  operated 
almost  at  a  loss  should  be  considered. 
Florida  Fruit  &  Vegetable  Ass'n  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  662. 

«69  Minn.  363,  72  N.  W.  713. 

[271] 


§  324  J  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

the  radical  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Canty  will  show:  ''A 
railroad  company  is  not  entitled  to  a  greater  income  during 
the  acute  stages  of  a  panic  because  rates  of  interest  are 
temporarily  higher  during  such  times.  Permanent  invest- 
ments do  not;  as  a  general  rule,  bring  higher  rates  of  in- 
come during  such  times.  It  would  rather  seem  from  these 
quotations  that  4  1-2  per  cent  per  annum  was  in  18d4  a 
very  reasonable  rate'  of  interest  on  such  railroad  bondS; 
and  that  6  and  7  per  cent  per  annum  was  grossly  exces- 
sive and  unreasonable.  If  the  railway  company  has  made 
what  turns  out  to  be  a  bad  bargain  by  issuing  its  bonds 
for  6  and  7  per  cent  interest  per  annum,  that  should  be 
its  misfortune,  and  not  the  misfortune  of  the  public*  As 
before  stated,  neither  the  State  nor  the  public  has  either 
directly  or  indirectly  guaranteed  that  rates  of  interest 
and  rates  of  income  would  not  fall,  to  the  detriment  of  the 
railway  company."  ^ 

§  324.  How  interest  payable  is  considered. 

It  is  very  common,  and  not  uimatiu*al,  to  speak  of  inter- 
est payable  upon  bonded  indebtedness  as  fixed  charge, 
and  therefore  one  of  the  items  in  making  up  the  total  of 
annual  expenditures.  Thus  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  speaks  of 
it  in  the  well-known  case  of  Chicago  and  Northwestern 
Railway  Company  v.  Dey:**  ''The  fixed  charges  are  the 
interest  on  the  bonds.  This  must  be  paid,  for  otherwise 
foreclosure  would  follow,  and  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor 
swept  out  of  existence.  The  property  of  the  stockholders 
cannot  be  destroyed  any  more  than  the  property  of  the 
bondholders.  Each  has  a  fixed  and  vested  interest,  which 
cannot  be  taken  away.  I  know  that  often  the  stockholder 
and  the  bondholder  are  regarded  and  spoken  of  as  having 
but  a  single  interest;  but  the  law  recognizes  a  clear  dis- 

"  When  bond  issues  do  not  repre-  *  35  Fed.  866, 1  L.  R.  A.  744. 

sent  actual  investment  in  the  enter-  Cited  with  approval  in  Southern 

prise,  interest  upon  such  bonds  is  not  Pacific   Co.   v.   Railroad   Commrs., 

protected.    Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  78  Fed.  236. 
S.  466,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418. 
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tinction.  A  mortgage  on  a  railroad  creates  the  same  rights 
in  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  as  a  mortgage  on  my  home- 
stead. The  l^islatm:e  cannot  destroy  my  property  in 
my  homestead  sunply  because  it  is  mortgaged,  neither  can 
it  destroy  the  stockholders'  property  because  the  railroad 
is  mortgaged.  It  cannot  interfere  with  a  contract  between 
the  company  mortgagor  and  the  mortgagee,  or  reduce 
the  stipulated  rate  of  interest;  and  so,  unless  that  stipu- 
lated interest  is  paid,  foreclosure  of  course  follows,  and  the 
mortgagors'  rights,  the  property  of  the  stockholders,  are 
swept  away."  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  real  situation 
is  that  a  public  s^i^ce  company  must  produce  a  certain 
amount  of  net  income,  discovered  by  deducting  the  gross 
annual  expenses  from  the  gross  income;  and  that  net  in- 
come must  be  enough  to  pay  all  security  holders  their  rate 
of  return, — ^to  the  bondholder  his  stipulated  interest,  to 
the  stockholder  his  fair  dividend.  And  according  to  modem 
constitutional  law,  both  have  the  same  protection,  and 
both  are  subject  to  the  same  mischances.** 

§  325.  Profits  divided  not  operating  expense. 

Profits  must  be  paid,  if  at  all,  out  of  net  income,  and 
are  in  no  sense  operating  expenses.  ''It  seems  to  us  very 
clear  that  in  estimating  the  operating  expenses  of  a  rail- 
wi^  stock  dividends  cannot  be  included.  They  are  no 
part  of  the  cost  of  operation.  Nor  should  they  be  in- 
cluded, under  any  of  the  authorities,  when  ascertaining 
the  reasonableness  of  a  rate  tariff.  Hiis  is  in  no  manner 
denying  the  defendant's  right  to  earn  sufficient  to  pay 
its  <q;>erating  expeaases,  interest  upon  its  bona  fide  bonded 
indebtedness,  and  a  proper  dividend  upon  its  lawfully 
issued  stock  shares  or  value  of  the  investment.' '  ^  Upon 
appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  this 
language  of  the  Minnesota  court  was  affirmed:  ''In  prov- 

**  Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  ^  State  ex.  rei.  v.  Minneapolis  & 

42  L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418.  St.  L.  R.  R.  Ck>.,  80  Minn.  191,  83 

See  Steeneraon  v.  Gt.   Northern  N.  W.  60. 
Ry.,  69  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713. 
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ing  that  the  cost  of  transporting  all  merchandise  exceeded 
the  rate  fixed  by  the  commission  on  this  coal^  the  interest 
upon  bonds  and  dividends  upon  stock  were  included  in 
operating  expenses.  The  propriety  of  the  first  is  at  least 
doubtful,  the  impropriety  of  the  second  is  plain.  We  do 
not  intend;  however,  to  intimate  that  the  road  is  not  en- 
titled to  something  more  than  operating  expenses."  ^ 

§  326.  Consolidation  of  interest  and  dividends. 

In  last  analysis  it  will  be  agreed  the  company  serving 
the  public  is  entitled  to  a  fair  return  upon  its  proper 
capital,  otherwise,  as  it  is  held,  the  owners  of  that  prop- 
erty are  virtually  being  deprived  of  it  without  due  process 
of  law.  This  would  seem  to  mean  that  they  are  entitled 
to  what  rate  of  profit  is  considered  fair  to  all  concerned, 
having  in  mind  the  character  of  the  business  upon  that 
amount  of  the  property  devoted  to  public  use  that  is  rep- 
resented by  a  valuation  which  is  thought  proper  under 
all  the  circumstances.  That  is,  upon  property  valued  at, 
say,  $10,000,000,  the  owners  are  entitled  to  earn  a  profit, 
if  they  can  get  it,  of  say,  $800,000  per  annum.  If  it  is  a 
corporation  which  has  issued  stock  to  the  whole  amount, 
it  could  properly  pay  8  per  cent  dividends.  But  suppose 
it  has  outstanding  $5,000,000,  6  per  cent  bonds,  can  it  not 
pay  10  per  cent  dividends  on  its  remaining  $5,000,000, 
stock?  It  is  submitted  that  it  would  not  seem  to  be  any 
concern  of  the  State  how  it  distributes  the  $800,000. 
At  all  events,  the  Commission  has  pointed  out  that  in 
determining  what  will  be  reasonable  rates  for  the  future, 
it  may  properly  consider  that,  under  the  rates  in  effect, 
a  large  surplus  has  been  accumulated  in  the  past;  but 
it  should  not  fix  rates  unduly  low  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
tributing that  surplus  to  the  public. '  An  advance  is  not 
necessarily  unreasonable,  even  though  for  years  a  carrier 

« Minneapolis  &  S.  L.  R.  R.  Co.  » Spokane  v.  N.  R.  Ry.,  16  I,  C.  C. 

V.  Minnesota,  186  U.  S.  257,  46  L.      376. 
ed.  1151, 22  Sup.  Ct.  900. 
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has  regularly  paid  interest  on  the  total  bonded  debt,  and 
recently  paid  dividends  on  its  stock.* 

§  327.  Reductions  ruinous  only  to  certain  companies. 

A  difficult  question  arises  where,  although  there  has 
been  a  drastic  reduction  of  rates,  certain  companies  are  in 
so  strong  a  position  that  their  earnings  are  not  cut  below 
the  minimum  of  fair  profit,  while  with  other  companies 
the  reductions  will  not  only  wipe  out  all  profits  whatso- 
ever, but  compel  them  to  conduct  their  business  at  a  loss. 
Whenever  this  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court, 
their  attitude  must  be  that  they  are  dealing  only  with 
the  case  in  hand,  their  sole  function  being  to  determine  in 
the  particular  case  before  them  whether  this  legislation 
will  virtually  confiscate  the  business  property  of  this 
complainant.^  The  consequence  follows  inevitably  that, 
while  the  rates  imposed  may  be  found  unreasonable,  and 
therefore  not  enforceable  as  to  some  of  the  roads  in  the 
State,  this  does  not  necessarily  render  them  unreasonable 
and  unenforceable  as  to  other  roads  doing  business  in  the 
State.*  In  considering  the  reasonableness  of  a  whole 
schedule  of  rates  the  Commission  may  well  at  the  outset 
make  inquiry  as  to  the  general  financial  condition  of  the 
defendant  railroad.^  But  it  is  almost  axiomatic  that 
rates  cannot  be  made  so  as  to  give  high  earnings  to  poorly 
placed  and  indifferently  operated  roads  without  making 
the  charges  extortionate.* 

§  328.  Creating  a  fund  for  pajrment  of  uniform  dividends. 
A  further  suggestion  has  been  made,   which  deserves 
consideration,   that  a  railroad   company,   or  any  public 
service  company,  ought  to  be  allowed  to  set  aside  in  pros- 

*  Cady  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  •  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  R.  v.  Had- 
19  L  C.  C.  460.  ley,  168  Fed.  317. 

*  Pennsylvania    R.     R.     Co.     v.  ^  R.  R.  Commission  of  Nevada  v. 
Pliiladelphia  County,   220   Pa.   St.  N.  C.  O.  Ry.,  22  L  C.  C.  205. 

100,  68  Atl.  676,  15  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  « Advances    on     Rates,     Western 

108.  Case,  20 1.  C.C.  307. 
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perous  times  a  reasonable  amount  as  a  surplus  out  of  which 
it  may  maintain  its  dividend  in  less  fortunate  years.  It 
is  the  practice  of  the  strongest  and  best  managed  rail- 
roads and  public  service  companies  so  to  arrange  matters 
by  this  process  that  they  may  always  maintain  their 
uniform  dividend.  This  practice  has  the  sanction  of  the 
Commission,^  as  the  following  will  show:  ''But  it  may  be 
urged  that  after  paying  its  fixed  charges,  taxes  and  divi- 
dend out  of  its  net  income  for  the  year  1902,  it  had  left 
but  a  comparatively  small  amount.  That  year  was  one  of 
prosperity,  and  it  can  hardly  be  expected  that  conditions 
will  continue  without  interruption  as  favorable.  Ought 
not  a  railway  to  be  allowed  to  accumulate,  in  some  form, 
a  surplus  during  fat  years  which  may  tide  over  subse- 
quent lean  years?  To  this  we  would  unhesitatingly  answer 
in  the  afiirmative.  In  times  like  the  present  a  railroad 
company  should  be  allowed  to  earn  something  more  than 
a  merely  fair  return  upon  the  investment;  but  we  also 
think  that  it  clearly  appears  that  the  Michigan  Central  is 
domg  this."  ^« 

§  329.  Greater  profit  for  better  service. 

Reference  might  here  be  made  to  some  recent  theories, 
already  resulting  in  some  legislation  dealing  with  the  rate 
of  return.  The  best  of  these  proposals  at  present  is  for  a 
sliding  scale,  the  rate  of  dividend  being  permitted  to  in- 
crease as  the  price  of  the  service  to  the  public  decreases. 
Some  method  of  profit  sharing,  with  increased  returns 
for  the  corporations  and  better  service  for  the  communities, 
may  be  thought  out  which  will  i^ur  the  company  not  only 
to  better  service,  but  to  wider  extensions,  not  only  to 
larger  dividends,  but  to  better  maintenance.  As  the 
Commission  has  pointed  out,  a  standard  of  rates  must  be 
so  high  that  any  needed  carrier  which  serves  the  public 

'Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates,  has  been  improperly  accumulated. 

9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382.  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 

>^  It  will  not,  therefore,  be  assumed  376. 
that    when   a  surplus  is  found    it 
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with  honesty  may  live;  yet  rates  should  still  be  so  much 
below  the  possible  maximmn  as  to  give  high  and  excep- 
tional reward  to  especially  capable  management."  This 
amounts  to  saying  that  it  is  realized  that  a  standard  living 
wage  should  be  established  for  the  average  line,  leaving 
the  better  road  to  get  more,  while  the  worse  may  get  less.^^ 

Topic  D.    Character  of  the  Enterprise 

§  330.  Larger  returns  in  risky  enterprises. 

It  follows  from  what  has  just  been  said  that  in  a  risky 
enterprise  a  large  return  may  be  demanded.  The  principle 
that  as  large  a  return  is  permissible  as  is  obtained  in 
businesses  of  similar  character,  covers  the  case.  And  the 
policy  to  induce  people  to  undertake  such  services  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public,  requires  a  larger  return  for  a  more 
risky  enterprise.^'  "'Reasonable'  is  a  relative  term,  and 
what  is  reasonable  depends  upon  many  varjdng  circum- 
stances. An  equivalent  to  the  prevailing  rate  of  interest 
might  be  a  reasonable  return,  and  it  might  not.  It  might 
be  too  high  or  it  might  be  too  low.  It  might  be  reason- 
able, owing  to  peculiar  hazards  or  difficulties  in  one  place 
to  receive  greater  returns  there  than  it  would  in  another 
upon  the  same  investment."  ^^ 

§  331.  Hazards  of  the  business  considered. 

The  hazards  of  the  business  are  therefore  to  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  what  is  a  reasonable  rate  of  return 
in  the  particular  enterprise  in  question.  An  excellent 
example  of  this  problem  is  to  be  found  in  the  case  of 
Canada  Southern  Railway  v.  International  Bridge  Com- 
pany. ^^    It  was  shown  in  that  case  that  the  bridge  com- 

"  Advances    in     Rates,   Western  >^  The  character  of  the  enterprise 

Casey  201.  C.  C.  907.  as  a  factor  in  determining  the  rale  of 

^*See  Hooker  ▼.  Interstate  Com-  return  is  mentioned  in  Cotting  v. 

merce  Commission,   188  Fed.  342.  Kansas  City  S.  Y.  Co.,  183  U.  S. 

i<The  quotation  is  from  Bruns-  79,  46  L.  ed.  92,  22  Sup.  Ct.  30. 

wiek  k  T.  W.  Dist.  v.  Maine  Water  >*  L.  R.  8  App.  Cas.  723. 


Co.,  99  Me.  371,  59  Atl.  537. 
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pany  at  its  established  charges  was  earning  something  like 
fifteen  per  cent  upon  its  investment.  The  opinion  of 
Lord  Chancellor  Selbome  alluded  to  the  peculiar  risks 
of  the  enterprise  rather  by  way  of  dictum  than  as  the 
basis  of  his  decision.  He  said;  on  this  point:  "You  can- 
not ask  a  court  to  say  that  the  persons  who  have  pro- 
jected such  an  undertaking  as  this,  who  have  encountered 
all  the  original  risks  of  executing  it/ who  are  still  subject  to 
the  risks  which  from  natural  and  other  causes  every  such 
undertaking  is  subject  to,  and  who  may  possibly,  as  in 
the  case  alluded  to  by  the  learned  judge  in  the  court 
below,  the  case  of  the  Tay  Bridge,  have  the  whole  thing 
swept  away  in  a  moment,  are  to  be  regarded  as  making 
unreasonable  charges,  not  because  it  is  otherwise  than  fair 
for  the  railway  company  using  the  bridge  to  pay  those 
charges,  but  because  the  bridge  company  gets  a  dividend 
which  is  alleged  to  amount,  at  the  utmost,  to  fifteen  per 
cent.  Their  Lordships  can  hardly  characterize  that  argu- 
ment as  anything  less  than  preposterous."  ^* 

§  332.  Whether  uniform  return  upon  all  property. 

It  is  suggested  in  the  case  of  Steenerson  v.  Great  North- 
em  Railway  Company  *^  that  a  difference  is  to  be  made 
in  the  rate  of  return  to  be  allowed  upon  different  kinds 
of  property,  in  the  particular  case  a  lower  rate  upon  the 
real  estate  constituting  the  terminals  of  the  company. 
This  can  hardly  be.  All  the  property  employed  in  the 
enterprise  should  be  taken  together  and  a  imiform  rate 
of  return  allowed  upon  it  all  by  the  general  principles  of 
public  service  law.  However,  as  the  point  is  a  novel  one, 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Canty  is  quoted.  He  said: 
''Let  us  now  consider  what  in  these  times  is  a  reasonable 
income  on  $14,000,000,  invested  in  these  terminals,  and 

^'  To  the  same  effect  is  Troutman  of  the  notorious  hazards  of  the  biisi- 

V.  Smith,   105  Ky.  231,  48  S.  W.  ness. 

1084,  allowing  a  ferryman  a  large  "69  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713. 
profit  on  the  capital  invested  because 
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$30,000,000,  invested  in  the  rest  of  the  road.  The  great 
value  of  the  real  estate  covered  by  these  terminals  is  given 
to  it  by  anticipating  the  future.  Very  Uttle  of  this  real 
estate  is  in  or  near  to  the  business  center  of  either  city. 
Most  of  it  is  outlying  city  property  and  suburban  property. 
It  is  safe  to  say  that  other  real  estate  similarly  situated, 
in  the  same  portions  of  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis,  does 
not,  on  an  average,  yield  an  income  of  1  per  cent  per  an- 
num above  the  taxes  on  the  price  of  valuation  at  which 
it  is  held;  and  there  is,  as  a  general  rule,  no  use  to  which 
such  property  can  be  put  that  will  cause  it  to  yield  any 
greater  income.  Such  real  estate  is  valued,  not  on  account 
of  its  present  power  to  produce  an  annual  income,  but 
because  it  is  believed  that  it  will  be  still  more  valuable 
in  the  future.  The  owner  of  such  property  cannot  expect 
to  eat  his  loaf  and  still  have  it.  He  cannot  expect  that 
the  property  will  pay  a  full-sized  annual  dividend,  and 
at  the  same  time  double  or  treble  in  value  every  10  or  20 
years.  He  expects  his  dividends  to  accumulate  in  the  form 
of  increase  in  value.''  It  may  be  that  there  is  justification 
in  disposing  of  this  case  in  the  way  in  which  Mr.  Justice 
Canty  does;  for  if  these  great  tracts  of  land  are  being  held 
at  inflated  valuation  full  retiun  upon  that  valuation  ought 
not  to  be  expected.^*  But,  of  course,  if  this  policy  is 
adopted  there  should  not  be  any  complaint,  if  later  the 
company  claims  the  unearned  increment,  which  represents 
their  foregone  profit. 

§  333.  Rate  of  interest  dependent  upon  safety. 

Just  what  rate  of  interest  a  public  service  company 
should  be  allowed  to  pay  upon  its  bonded  indebtedness  it 
is  difficult  to"  determine  by  rule,  since  the  circumstances 
will  be  different  in  different  cases.    Whatever  it  is  obliged 

**  In  a  few  cases  the  point  has  been  upon  the  same  basis.    See  Wilkes- 

raised  that  all  of  the  property  be-  Barre  v.  Spring  Brook  Water  Ck).,  4 

longing  to  the  public  service  com-  Lack.  Leg.  News  (Pa.),  367. 
pany  should  not  come  in  for  returns 
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to  pay  to  sell  its  bonds  at  par  if  the  negotiations  for  the 
issue  are  conducted  with  good  faith  would  be  the  test. 
And  that  would  depend  upon  the  stability  of  the  business 
to  the  mind  of  the  lenders.  Public  service  bonds  are 
sold  on  the  exchanges  from  as  low  as  a  3  per  cent  basis 
to  as  high  as  a  12  per  cent  basis,  and  doubtless  will  always 
continue  to  do  so.  The  suggestion  that  some  fixed  stand- 
ard should  be  taken,  such  as  the  rate  paid  upon  United 
States,  State,  or  even  municipal  bonds  in  the  locality  in 
question  has  no  justice  in  it.  That  was  said  veiy  plainly 
by  Mr.  Justice  Edwards  in  Wilkes-Barre  v.  Spring  Brook 
Water  Co.,^*  when  an  appUcation  was  made  to  him  imder 
the  Pennsylvania  statute  to  order  a  reduction  of  rates  by 
a  water  company  which  was  earning  barely  5  per  cent, 
allowing  only  1  per  cent  for  depreciation:  ''Reference 
has  been  made  to  the  interest  paid  on  Wilkes-Barre  city 
bonds  and  on  large  sums  otherwise  safely  invested.  Such 
investments  are  not  by  any  means  analogous  to  invest- 
ments in  waterworks.  Good  bonds  such  as  Wilkes-Barre 
bonds  remain  intact.  They  are  not  liable  to  change  or 
diminution  in  principal.  At  a  time  certain  the  principal 
is  to  be  paid  to  the  investor  to  the  last  cent.  If  the  rate 
paid  on  such  investments  shall  determine  the  percentage 
of  profit  to  be  paid  water  companies  there  would  be  no 
inducement  for  anybody  to  invest  money  in  works  of  a 
public  nature.  It  would  be  much  less  wearisome  to  sit 
down  twice  a  year  and  cut  off  coupons  from  bonds.  Enter- 
prise and  industrial  progress  would  be  at  a  standstill.^ 

§  334.  Risk  by  reason  of  depreciated  security. 

A  very  complicated  instance  of  this  general  problem 
came  up  in  the  case  of  Steenerson  v.  Great  Northern  Rail- 
way, ^^  aheady  much  quoted.  The  problem  and  its  solu- 
tion are  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Canty  in  his  own  words: 

»  4  Lack.  Leg.  News  (Pa.),  367.      Milwaukee  Elec.  Ry.  Go.  v.  Mihrau- 
*^  Similar    language    is    used    in:      kee,  87  Fed.  577. 

"69  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713. 
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''A  lai^e  amount  of  railroad  bonds  floated  years  ago,  for 
the  full  cost  of  the  roads,  at  hi^  rates  of  interest,  are  now 
very  poorly  secured.  And  on  the  matiu-ity  of  such  bonds, 
or  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  reorganize  the  road  on 
foreclosure,  it  is  found  difficult  to  scale  down  the  amount 
of  indebtedness  to  a  point  where  the  road  will,  under  present 
conditions,  be  sufficient  security  for  bonds  drawing  a  fair 
rate  of  interest.  These  things  tend  to  make  the  present 
rates  of  interest  on  railroad  securities  unreasonably  high. 
But  should  the  losses  caused  by  all  of  these  economic 
changes  be  borne  by  the  pubUc,  or  by  the  owners  of  the 
railroad?  There  can  be  but  one  answer  to  this  question. 
As  we  have  repeatedly  stated,  neither  the  State  nor  the 
public  have  ever  guaranteed  that  railroads  would  always 
be  worth  the  amount  originally  Invested  in  them,  or  that 
what  is  a  reasonable  rate  of  income  would  not  be  less  in  the 
future  than  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  investment,  and  have 
never  guaranteed,  directly  or  indirectly,  either  the  int^^est 
or  principal  of  railroad  bonds.  These  losses  must  be  borne, 
not  by  the  public,  but  by  the  owners  of  the  railroad;  and, 
as  against  the  public,  the  holders  of  the  bonds  have  no 
greater  rights  than  the  railroad  company  itself.'^ 

§  836.  Rate  of  return  dependent  upon  locality. 

It  is  a  part  of  the  rule  under  discussion,  that  the  rate  of 
return  which  the  company  in  question  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  receive  is  that  prevailing  in  the  locaUty  where  the  com- 
pany is  carrying  on  its  business.  This  was  said  in  Louis- 
ville &  Nashville  Railway  CJompany  v.  Brown.**  In  hold- 
ing a  reduction  of  rates  unjustifiable,  Judge  Pardee  said: 
''At  present,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  ex- 
haustively the  question  as  to  how  much  per  cent  of  net 
revenue,  based  on  the  actual  value  of  the  railroad  and 
equipment,  a  railroad  company  is  entitled  to  earn.  I 
think  it  will  be  conceded  that  as  long  as  the  rates  are  reason- 
able, and  do  not  unjustly  discriminate,  the  company  is 

» 123  Fed.  946. 
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entitled  to  earn  some  amount;  and  it  seems  reasonably 
clear  to  me  that,  if  entitled  to  earn  something  mider  the 
above  conditions,  it  is  entitled  to  earn  mider  the  same 
conditions  a  compensatory  amomit  equal,  at  least,  to  the 
usual  and  legal  rate  of  interest  in  the  locality  where  the 
railroad  is  situated.  Judging  by  the  business  of  the  past 
19  years,  in  connection  with  the  showing  made  on  this 
hearing  as  to  present  and  future  business,  I  conclude  that 
there  is  no  prospect  in  the  immediate  future  that  the  net 
earnings  of  the  complainant's  railroads  in  Florida  will 
approach  an  amount  at  all  equal  to  the  interest  on  the 
value  of  the  said  railroads  at  the  usual  rate  prevailing  in 
Western  Florida." 

§  336.  Investment  in  public  service. 

Finally,  the  advantages  of  investment  in  public  service 
are  strongly  presented  in  the  following  extract  from  the 
opinion  of  the  Commission  in  the  Advance  in  Rates  Case 
of  1910.  *'What  business  can  be  more  attractive  to  the 
investor  than  this,  in  which  no  rival  is  to  be  apprehended, 
where  the  amount  of  business  is  assured,  and  where  the 
price  for  the  transaction  of  that  business  is  protected  by 
the  fundamental  law  of  the  land.  All  this  has  long  since 
reflected  itself  in  the  prices  of  railway  securities.  Ten 
years  ago  a  high-grade,  long-time  railroad  bond  like  the 
3  1-2  per  cent  New  York  Central  underlying  mortgage 
sold  at  par.  To-day,  owing  apparently  to  the  increase 
in  the  rate  of  interest  a  similar  bond,  in  order  to  bring 
par,  must  bear  a  rate  of  4  per  cent,  or  perhaps  slightly 
more.  These  railroad  bonds  command  nearly  as  high  a 
price  when  no  question  of  local  taxation  intervenes  as  do 
municipal  bonds.  The  price  of  railroad  stocks  in  the  past 
has  not  been  controlled  by  the  same  considerations  as 
that  of  railroad  bonds.  These  stocks  have  been  largely 
the  subject  of  speculation  and  the  prices  have  been  de- 
termined by  other  considerations  than  the  mere  rate  of 
dividend.  These  conditions  are  changing.  In  Official 
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Classification  territory  the  day  of  railroad  construction 
and  railroad  consolidation  has  given  place  to  that  of  rail- 
road operation.  The  successful  railroad  magnate  of  the 
future  in  this  territory  will  be  he  who  can  operate  his  prop- 
erties most  economically  and  most  satisfactorily." 

§  337.  Present  tendencies  in  regulation. 

It  is  significant  that  in  the  Five  Per  Cent  cases  of  1914 
a  more  Kberal  policy  had  been  pursued  in  this  respect. 
It  is  still  true,  however,  that  there  is  as  yet  no  fixed  per- 
centage applicable  to  all  cases  established.  Each  case 
is  still  to  be  judged  on  its  own  merits;  it  may  well  be  that 
a  railroad  in  one  community  would  be  entitled  to  one  rate 
of  retiun,  while  another  line  in  another  community  would 
be  entitled  to  a  different  rate.  It  may  be  that  a  large  and 
solidly  estabUshed  company  will  not  be  entitled  to  as  high 
a  return  as  a  smaUer  one  which  is  strugglmg  agamst  ad- 
verse circumstances.  The  most  that  can  be  said  by  way 
of  general  principle,  is  that  the  retiun  should  be  at  least 
the  average  retiun  which  is  earned  by  other  classes  of 
business  of  the  same  degree  of  hazard  in  the  same  com- 
munity. The  Commission  m  fixmg  a  rate  of  return  should, 
if  it  is  well  advised,  be  liberal  lest  too  strict  a  poHcy  re- 
sult in  turning  capital  to  other  fields  of  enterprise.  The 
United  States  still  needs  development  by  improvement 
of  its  means  of  transportation.  If  the  period  of  extensive 
building  is  coming  to  an  end,  the  possibility  of  intensive 
development  is  only  in  its  beginning.  In  its  valuations 
of  properties,  the  Commission  should  guard  against  in- 
flation, but  should  be  liberal  in  establishing  the  rate  of 
return  on  that  value. 
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366.  Fund  to  repair  depreciation. 

367.  Capitalisation  of  past  depreciation. 

368.  Payments  into  sinking  fund. 

369.  Amortization  of  franchise  rights. 
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D.  Operations  of  CoruolicUUed 

f  370.  ConqfdicatioDs  in  case  of  ^sterns. 

371.  DivisioDS  as  integral  parts  of  the  whole  system. 

372.  Unprofitable  portions  of  the  line  not  considered. 

373.  Systems  considered  as  wholes. 

374.  Treatment  of  branch  lines. 

375.  Constituent  roads  operated  under  separate  charters. 

376.  Rent  of  leased  portions. 

377.  If  rental  becomes  unjustifiable. 

§  340.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  functions  of  the  Commission  in  regard  to  the  de- 
termination of  operating  expenses  are  by  no  means  incon- 
siderable. It  can  always  call  upon  the  carriers  for  reports 
of  various  sorts;  and  now  by  the  expansion  of  its  practice 
in  establishing  rules  for  keeping  accounts,  it  keeps  a  very 
close  control  over  the  proper  division  between  fixed  charges 
and  operating  expenses.  These  reports  among  other  things 
must,  in  accordance  with  section  20,  include  the  number 
of  employees,  and  the  salaries  paid  each  class;  the  acci- 
dents to  passengers,  employees,  and  other  persons,  and 
the  causes  thereof;  the  amounts  expended  for  improve- 
ments each  year,  how  expended,  and  the  character  of 
such  improvements;  the  earnings  and  receipts  from  each 
branch  of  business  and  from  all  sources;  the  operating 
and  other  expenses;  the  balances  of  profit  and  loss;  and  a 
complete  exhibit  of  the  financial  operations  of  the  carrier 
each  year,  including  an  annual  balance  sheet;  and  the 
Commission  has  been  in  the  broadest  way  possible  given 
power,  in  its  discretion,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it 
the  better  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  to  pre- 
scribe a  period  of  time  within  which  all  common  carriers 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  have,  as  near 
as  may  be,  a  uniform  system  of  accounts,  and  the  manner 
in  which  such  accounts  shall  be  kept.  The  Commission 
by  fmther  provisions  of  section  20  may,  in  its  discretion, 
prescribe  the  forms  of  any  and  all  accounts,  records,  and 
memoranda  to  be  kept  by  carriers  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act,   including  the  accounts,   records,   and 
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Topic  C  Depreciation  Requiremente 

i  362.  Allowance  for  depredation. 
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D.  Operaiiawt  of  ConaoUdated 

f  370.  ConqfdicatioDS  in  case  of  ^sterna. 

371.  DivinoDS  as  integral  parts  of  the  whole  system. 

372.  Unprofitable  portions  of  the  line  not  considered. 

373.  Systems  considered  as  wholes. 

374.  Treatment  of  branch  lines. 

375.  Constituent  roads  operated  under  separate  charters. 

376.  Rent  of  leased  portions. 

377.  If  rental  becomes  unjustifiable. 

§  340.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  fiinctions  of  the  Commission  in  regard  to  the  de- 
termination of  operating  expenses  are  by  no  means  incon- 
siderable. It  can  always  call  upon  the  carriers  for  reports 
of  various  sorts;  and  now  by  the  expansion  of  its  practice 
in  establishing  rules  for  keeping  accounts,  it  keeps  a  very 
close  control  over  the  proper  division  between  fixed  charges 
and  operating  expenses.  These  reports  among  other  things 
must,  in  accordance  with  section  20,  include  the  number 
of  employees,  and  the  salaries  paid  each  class;  the  acci- 
dents to  passengers,  employees,  and  other  persons,  and 
the  causes  thereof;  the  amounts  expended  for  improve- 
ments each  year,  how  expended,  and  the  character  of 
such  improvements;  the  earnings  and  receipts  from  each 
branch  of  business  and  from  all  sources;  the  operating 
and  other  expenses;  the  balances  of  profit  and  loss;  and  a 
complete  exhibit  of  the  financial  operations  of  the  carrier 
each  year,  including  an  annual  balance  sheet;  and  the 
Commission  has  been  in  the  broadest  way  possible  given 
power,  in  its  discretion,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  it 
the  better  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  to  pre- 
scribe a  period  of  time  within  which  all  common  carriers 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  have,  as  near 
as  may  be,  a  uniform  system  of  accounts,  and  the  manner 
in  which  such  accounts  shall  be  kept.  The  Commission 
by  further  provisions  of  section  20  may,  in  its  discretion, 
prescribe  the  forms  of  any  and  all  accounts,  records,  and 
memoranda  to  be  kept  by  carriers  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act,   including  the  accounts,  records,  and 
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memoranda  of  the  movement  of  traffic  as  well  as  the  re- 
ceipts and  expenditures  of  mone}^.  The  exercise  of  the 
powers  conferred  upon  the  Commission  under  these  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  is  also  discussed  in  Chapter  XX,  particu- 
larly under  Topic  A. 

§  341.  Real  cost  of  operation. 

The  real  cost  of  operation  is  not  so  easy  a  figure  to 
determine  as  one  might  first  suppose.  If  brought  to  the 
test  of  inquiry  before  the  courts,  not  only  must  the  ac- 
tual expenditures  be  shown,  but  they  must  be  defended, 
if  attacked,  as  reasonable  in  themselves.  Certain  items 
of  annual  expenditure  should  obviously  be  included  as 
annual  charges,  such  as  wages  and  supphes,  provided 
that  such  expenditures  have  not  been  unreasonable.  But 
as  to  other  expenditures  there  is  difficulty  in  deciding 
whether  they  should  be  included  as  current  expenses  or 
provided  for  out  of  new  capital,  such  as  replacements 
and  betterments.  Involved  in  this  problem  is  the  account- 
ing permissible  in  allowing  for  depreciation  and  reparation. 
And  in  this  connection  the  propriety  of  setting  aside  a 
sinking  fund  or  providing  against  amortization  should  be 
considered.  Altogether,  it  will  be  seen  that  this  is  not  a 
matter  to  be  dismissed  with  the  accepted  rule  that  only 
proper  annual  charges  should  be  deducted  from  gross 
income,  while  all  expenditures  for  lasting  improvements 
should  be  provided  for  from  new  capital.  These  are 
fundamental  issues  in  many  cases  brought  before  the 
courts;  a  company  must  make  full  disclosure  of  its  earn- 
ings and  expenses  when  it  assails  as  confiscatory  the 
rates  fixed  by  the  authorities  to  which  the  power  to  act 
has  been  delegated. 

Topic  A,     Cost  of  Performing  Service 

§  342.  Cost  of  rendering  service. 

Before  there  can  be  any  question  of  income  on  the  capital 
employed,  the  necessary  annual  charges  must  be  met  by 
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the  rates;  and  first  of  all  the  actual  cost  of  service  furnished. 
This  involves  the  payment  of  wages,  and  the  purchase 
of  current  supplies.  The  general  principle  was  concisely 
stated  by  Mr,  Justice  Brewer  in  Chicago  and  Northwestern 
Railway  v,  Dey:**  ''Compensation  implies  three  things: 
Payment  of  cost  of  service,  interest  on  bonds,  and  then 
some  dividend.  Cost  of  service  implies  skilled  labor,  the 
best  appliances,  keeping  the  roadbed  and  the  cars  and 
machinery  and  other  appliances  in  perfect  order  and  repair. 
The  obligation  of  the  carrier  to  the  passenger  and  the  ship- 
per requires  all  these.  They  are  not  matters  which  the 
carriers  can  dispense  with,  or  matters  whose  cost  can  by 
them  be  fixed.  They  may  not  employ  poor  engineers, 
whose  wages  would  be  low,  but  must  employ  competent 
engineers,  and  pay  the  price  needed  to  obtain  them.  The 
same  rule  obtains  as  to  engmes,  machinery,  roadbed,  etc., 
and  it  may  be  doubted  whether  even  the  legislature,  with 
all  its  power,  is  competent  to  relieve  railroad  companies, 
whose  means  of  transportation  are  attended  with  so  much 
danger,  from  the  full  performance  of  this  obligation  to  the 
pubUc."  " 

§  343.  Net  earnings  in  general. 

The  proper  determination  of  net  earnings  is  by  no 
means  the  simple  problem  it  might  seem.  Of  the  total 
costs  of  conducting  transportation  something  in  the 
vicinity  of  one-half  are  what  may  be  termed  out-of-pocket 
costs — that  is  cost  of  fuel  and  wages,  and  repairs  to  loco- 
motives and  cars.**     It  is  obvious  that  there  are  many 


»  36  Fed.  866,  1  L.  R.  A.  744,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  325. 

See  further  Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v. 
Tucker,  230  U.  S.  340, 67  L.  ed.  1607, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  961. 

*«  Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.  v. 
Tompkins,  176  U.  S.  167,  44  L.  ed. 
418, 20  Sup.  Ct.  336. 

See  also  Wood  v.  VandaJia  R.  R., 
231 U.  S.  1, 34  Sup.  Ct.  7. 


»  Louisville  A  N.  R.  R.  C.  A  C. 
Rates,  26 1.  C.  C.  20. 

Where  the  operating  ratio  is 
extraordinarily  high,  the  Commission 
will  not  feel  justified  in  ordering  a 
reduction.  Nebraska  State  Railway 
Commission  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  121. 
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other  expenditures  to  be  accounted  for  as  annual  chai^BS^ 
as  to  which  it  is  difficult  to  state  rules  of  apportionment 
in  any  itemized  schedule  of  costs,  but  which  nevertheless 
enter  into  the  cost  of  performing  any  part  of  the  trans- 
portation rendered  by  the  company  in  question.  The 
character  of  this  problem  in  general  was  excellently  stated 
by  the  Commission  in  one  proceeding  ^  thus:  "The 
item  of  conducting  transportation  cannot  be  much  modi- 
fied. Whenever  a  train  moves  so  much  coal  must  be  used 
and  so  many  men  employed  at  the  time  of  the  movem^it. 
With  maintenance  of  way  and  equipment  this  is  not  so. 
A  certain  amount  must  be  expended  to  keep  the  roadbed 
and  other  permanent  structiu'es  and  the  rolling  stock  in  a 
going  condition,  but  a  certain  other  amount,  although 
ncfcessary  to  keep  the  property  good  in  the  long  run,  may 
be  laid  out  sooner  or  later  according  to  the  will  of  the  man- 
agement. For  example,  rails  must  be  relaid  but  the  thne 
of  relaymg  can  usually  be  varied  for  a  considerable  period. 
So  m  the  renewal  of  a  bridge  or  a  culvert  there  is  a  leeway 
of  years  usually.  A  car  or  an  ei^ine  can  be  used  after 
good  economy  would  require  its  abandonment.  The  build- 
ing of  a  station  can  be  postponed  almost  indefinitely. 
From  these  considerations  it  results  that  the  management 
can  without  taking  from  or  adding  to  the  items  which 
are  actually  needed  to  keep  the  property  good  vary  for  a 
particular  year  or  even  for  a  series  of  years  by  several 
himdred  dollars  per  mile  the  cost  of  operation  and  thereby 
the  net  results.  In  addition  to  this  the  amount  charged 
to  maintenance  may  be  greatly  varied  by  the  manner  in 
which  the  accounts  are  kept.  A  new  car  is  purchased  in 
the  place  of  an  old  one.  It  is  largely  more  efficient  and 
more  expensive.    What  part  of  it  shall  be  charged  to  main- 

*  Rates  from  St.  Louis  to  Texas  as  formerly,  the  enchaaced  oost  oi 

Points,  11 1.  G.  C.  Rep.  238.  operation  may  properly  be  ofibet  by 

Where  the  margin  of  profit  to  the  an  increase  of  the  rate.    Mounttin 

carrier  on  a  low  grade  conmiodity  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  16 

was  small  to  begin  with  and  the  I.  G.  C.  305. 
business  itself  is  not  so  desirable  now 
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tenance  aad  what  ptft  to  permanent  improvement?  9o 
of  the  replacement  of  rails,  bridges,  culverts,  depots  and 
whatever  enters  into  the  construction  and  equipment  of  a 
railroad.  Some  railroads  carefully  separate  what  is  prop- 
erty maintenance  from  what  is  strictly  an  addition;  others 
are  liberal  in  the  making  of  these  distinctions,  charging 
more  to  maintenance  and  renewal  and  less  to  betterment, 
while  still  others  charge  all  improvements  against  operating 
expenses.  The  general  tendency  in  all  parts  of  the  country 
is  to  charge  more  to  operation  than  formerly." 

§  S44.  Salaries  paid  to  officials. 

The  salaries  of  officials  must,  of  course,  be  paid,  as  part 
of  the  annual  charges;  but  these  salaries  must  not  be 
fixed  at  an  extravagant  amount.  If  a  group  of  stock- 
holders who  controlled  a  majority  of  the  stock  could  vote 
themselves  enormous  salaries,  and  deduct  the  amoimt 
from  the  receipts  of  the  company  before  making  a  return 
to  capital,  the  highest  possible  rates  might  be  justified, 
and  the  rights  of  the  public  be  ignored.  This  question 
was  considered,  and  well  discussed,  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer 
in  Chicago  and  Grand  Trunk  Railway  v.  Wellman:*^ 
''It  is  agreed  that  the  defendant's  operating  expenses  for 
1888  were  $2,404,516.54.  Of  what  do  these  operating 
expenses  consist?  Are  they  made  up  partially  of  extrava- 
gant salaries, — ^fifty  to  one  himdred  thousand  dollars  to 
the  president,  and  in  like  proportions  to  subordinate 
officers?  Surely,  before  the  coxulis  are  called  upon  to  ad- 
judge an  act  of  the  legislature  fixing  the  maximum  pas- 
senger rates  for  railroad  companies  to  be  imconstitutional, 
on  the  groimd  that  its  enforcement  would  prevent  the  stock- 
holders  from  receiving   any   dividends   on   their   inviest- 

» 148  U.  S.  339,  36  L.  ed.  76,  12  aa   against   a   kglBlaltve  MihMtkMl 

Sup.  Ot.  400.  of  rates  tliat  the  comfMuifieB  "WoM 

In  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  be  compelled  to  reduce  the  wages  of 

Hadley,    168   Fed.   317,   the  court  their  employees, 
refused  to  take  it  into  consideration 
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ments,  or  the  bondholders  any  interest  on  their  loans,  they 
should  be  fully  advised  as  to  what  is  done  with  the  re- 
ceipts and  earnings  of  the  company;  for,  if  so  advised,  it 
might  clearly  appear  that  a  prudent  and  honest  man- 
agement would,  within  the  rates  prescribed,  secure  to  the 
bondholders  their  interest,  and  to  the  stockholders  reason- 
able dividends."  ^ 

§  346.  Cost  of  supplies. 

The  articles  which  a  railroad  company  has  occasion  to 
buy  are  very  numerous.  Some  of  these  are  extensively 
used,  others  only  in  limited  quantity.  Evidently  no 
general  average  can  be  constructed  which  is  reliable  with- 
out knowing  the  quantity  which  is  used  of  each  article. 
*'An  advance  in  the  price  of  coal  would  be  of  vital  con- 
sequence to  a  railway  and  would  be  in  no  wise  offset  by  a 
corresponding  decline  in  feather  dusters."  ^  These  are 
general  questions  considered  in  passing  upon  the  reason- 
ableness of  rates.  The  prices  of  almost  all  supplies  used 
in  railway  construction  and  operation  have  advanced. 
''Comparing  1896  with  the  present  year  (1910)  nearly  all 
kinds  of  supplies  which  enter  into  the  construction,  main- 
tenance, and  operation  of  a  railroad  have  very  much 
increased  in  price.  Nearly  one-half  the  cost  of  operation 
is  labor,  and  it  is  said  that  within  that  period  the  wages 
of  railroad  employees  have  advanced  30  per  cent.  We  are 
told  that  not  only  has  the  price  of  a  day's  labor  increased, 
but  that  the  eflBciency  of  that  labor  for  various  reasons 
has  decreased.  Legislative  enactment,  both  of  the  federal 
and  of  the  State  Governments,  has  in  the  interest  of  the 
public  and  the  employees  required  the  employment  of 
additional  labor.     Laws  like  the  employers'  liability  act 

^ThiB  quotation  is  included  with  creased  cost  of  labor  by  reason  of 

approval  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  reduction  of  hours.    In  re  Arkan- 

in  Tucker  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  sas  R.  R.  Rates,  168  Fed.  720. 

Co.,  82  Eans.  222,  108  Pac.  89.  »  Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates, 

According  to  a  recent  decision,  a  9 1.  G.  C.  Rep.  382. 
court  will  take  into  account  the  in- 
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will  add  to  the  damages  which  railroads  must  pay  for  in- 
juries to  their  employees."  ^ 

§  S46.  Unreasonable  expenditures. 

The  Commission  has  had  occasion  several  times  to 
animadvert  upon  the  practices  of  the  railwajrs  in  paying 
extraordinary  siuns  to  get  business.  These  must  obviously 
be  tested  hke  other  operating  expenses  of  the  company, 
and  if  found  to  be  unduly  high  without  justifiable  reason 
they  should  be  disallowed.  Thus  in  an  early  investigation 
by  the  Commission  it  reported:  ^^  ''Another  cause  is 
found  in  the  active  competition  for  traffic,  under  the 
stress  of  which  a  vast  number  of  sohciting  agents  are  em- 
ployed, whose  offices  are  found  not  only  on  the  comers 
of  the  most  expensive  streets  of  every  city,  but  in  the 
rural  commimities  as  well;  and  who  represent,  both  in 
their  fixed  establishments  and  in  their  movement  up  and 
down  the  land,  not  only  the  carriers  directly,  but  also 
various  so-called  ^lines' — red,  white,  or  blue,  as  the  case 
may  be;  whose  only  interest  is  to  obtain  traffic;  who  have 
little  responsibility  of  their  own  or  to  their  ultimate  em- 
ployers; and  whose  object  in  life  is  necessarily  to  make  a 
record  of  success  in  securing  business  which  shall  warrant 
the  continuance  of  their  employment  and  of  their  pay. 
All  this  gilded  advertisement  and  persistent  sohcitation 
in  the  end  is  paid  for  by  the  public.  The  business  exists 
and  the  public  service  of  transportation  must  be  done, 
whether  or  not  any  agent  intervenes  to  help  along  the  con- 
tract. Whatever  arrangements  and  considerations  are 
devised  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  shipment  to  a  given 
line  are  necessarily  at  the  expense  and  to  the  prejudice  of 
some  other  shipper."  *^ 

"Re  Advances  in  Rates,  Eastern  of  their  operations  to  increase  their 

Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  243.  net,  instead  of  expecting  advances 

'^  Re  UnderfoiUing,    1    Int.  Com.  in  rates,  see  the  Five  Per  Cent  Cases, 

Rep.  813, 1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  638.  opinions   of   August    2,    1914,    and 

''  On  the  general  principle  that  December  18, 1914. 
the  railroads  must  look  to  the  basis 
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§  347.  ImoaroYideiit  anrimgenieiite. 

And  in  one  case  before  it  where  it  was  shown  that 
large  commissions — 20  per  cent  of  the  gross  receipts  in 
one  case — were  being  given  by  certain  raihx)ad8  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  their  milk  traffic,  the  Commission 
said  squarely  that  such  expenditures  could  not  be  charged 
against  the  shippers  in  making  up  the  rates.  To  quote 
the  language  used:  ''The  Lackawanna  and  Lehigh  Valley 
are  parties  to  agreements  entered  into  mainly  for  the  pur- 
pose of  developing  their  milk  traffic,  and  imder  which  com- 
pensation is  aflforded  to  the  other  contracting  parties 
equal  to  a  considerable  share  of  the  gross  receipts  from 
the  transportation.  Such  compensation,  as  the  busmess 
has  been  increased  or  'developed'  on  the  Lackawanna,  or 
may  become  greater  on  the  Lehigh  Valley,  seems  extrava- 
gant, but  whether  either  agreement  is  disadvantageous  to 
the  carrier  or  otherwise  is  matter  for  it  to  determine. 
Improvident  management  of  the  road  is  primarily  a  matter 
of  internal  or  corporate  concern,  to  be  dealt  with  by  the 
corporation  and  its  creditors  among  themselves.^'  But 
extraordinary  or  unnecessary  cost  of  operation  or  man- 
agement cannot  be  permitted  to  cause  unreasonable  or 
unjust  rates,  discriminations,  preferences  or  prejudices.''  '* 
In  a  later  case  ^'°  where  it  was  shown  that  the  expense  of 
doing  the  express  business  was  high  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  large  percentages,  often  as  high  as  55  per  cent  of 
the  gross  receipts,  were  paid  to  the  railroads  for  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  of  doing  business  over  their  lines,  the  Com- 
mission said  that  neither  legally  nor  morally  could  it  con- 
sider that  these  arrangements  in  themselves  would  justify 
higher  rates  for  transportation  than  would  otherwise  be 
legal.** 

'*  Citing  Shamberg  v.   Delaware,  '^  Hormei  &  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  Si.  P. 

L.  A  W.  Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  502,  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  112. 

4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  660.  »  In  re  Express  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 

"Milk  Producers'  Aaso.  v.  Dela-  132. 
ware,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  92. 
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§  348.  Estimating  labor  cost 

Estimating  labor  cost  is  by  no  means  so  simple  a  process 
as  it  seems.  In  one  important  case  before  the  Commis- 
sion,^ this  matter  was  examined  rather  elaborately,  as 
the  railways  affected  claimed  the  right  to  advance  rates 
by  reason,  for  one  cause,  of  the  increase  in  wages.  On 
that  point  the  Commission  said,  in  part:  ''The  railroads 
insist  that  this  advance  in  the  per  diem  wages  does  not 
represent  the  actual  increase  in  the  cost  of  the  labor  itself 
for  the  reason  that  owing  to  the  regulations  and  require- 
ments of  the  various  labor  organizations  that  labor  is 
less  efficient.  For  illustration,  a  station  agent  formerly 
did  the  work  of  a  telegraph  operator  whereas  to-day  two 
persons  must  be  employed.  Without  expressing  any  opin- 
ion as  to  the  reasonableness  of  these  regulations  and  re- 
quirements we  are  inclined  to  think  that  the  claim  is  well 
taken  and  that  there  has  been  for  various  reasons  a  loss, 
as  compared  with  ten  or  twelve  years  ago,  in  the  quantity 
of  work  which  a  day's  labor  means."  In  a  later  proceeding, 
of  even  greater  importance,  the  Conmiission  said:  ''The 
same  remark  would  seem  to  apply  to  wages  as  they  stand 
after  the  recent  increases.  Railroad  labor,  certainly  or- 
ganized railroad  labor,  is  probably  as  well  paid,  and  some 
say  better  paid,  than  labor  of  other  kinds,  upon  the  aver- 
age. Railroad  employees  will  hardly  expect  to  receive 
wages  which  exceed  those  paid  to  other  forms  of  labor 
for  the  same  grade  of  service,  and  this  Commission  cer- 
tainly could  not  permit  the  charging  of  rates  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  railroads  to  pay  their  laborers  extrava- 
gant compensation  as  measured  by  the  general  average 
compensation  paid  labor  in  this  country  as  a  whole.'*  ^ 


§  349.  Scientific  management. 

Statements  of  increased  cost  of  transportation  can  have 
little  weight  when  presented  in  the  abstract,  with  no  at- 

"  Rates  from  St.  Louis  to  Texas         **  Advance  in  Rates,  Eastern  Case, 
Points,  11 1.  C.  G.  Rep.  238.  20 1.  C.  C.  243. 
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tempt  to  consider  corresponding  reductions  resulting  from 
greater  efficiency.  It  must  be  carefully  observed  that, 
owing  to  the  introduction  of  certain  economies  in  rail- 
road operation,  a  given  quantity  of  work  produces  a  much 
greater  result;  these  different  economies  come  mostly  to 
the  same  end,  the  handh'ng  of  a  greater  amount  of  pay- 
ing freight  in  a  train.^  Ck>nceming  the  possibilities  of 
getting  greater  results  at  lower  costs  out  of  the  same 
laborers,  even  at  higher  wages,  by  '' scientific  manage- 
ment," so  called,  the  Commission  said  that  it  could  not 
find  that  the  railroads  could  make  good  any  part  of  these 
actual  advances  in  wages  by  the  introduction  of  scientific 
management,^  but  that  the  Commission  still  holds  to 
the  principle  that,  before  any  general  advance  can  be 
permitted,  it  must  appear  that  carriers  have  exercised 
proper  economy  in  conduct  of  their  business.  And  c^- 
tainly  rates  cannot  be  advanced  because  of  wasteful,  cor- 
rupt, or  indifferent  management.**  To  put  it  mildly,  it 
is  not  clear  to  the  Commission  that  the  public  should 
stand  responsible  for  mistakes  made  in  management  of 
railroads.*^  Railroad  management  should  be  most  pro- 
gressive; and  continual  increases  in  efficiency  are  to  be 
looked  for.*^  If  carrier  does  not  see  proper  to  make  im- 
provements that  will  reduce  cost  of  operation,  it  cannot 
claim  that  it  may  raise  rates  because  cost  approaches  or 
overtakes  revenue.**  For  instance,  increased  tractive  power 
of  locomotives  would  tend  to  reduce  the  operating  cost  per 
unit  of  freight  transportation.*^ 

§  360.  Loans. 
It  is  obvious  that  a  loan  made  by  a  company  during 

»  Honnd  &  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Atchiaon,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C. 

Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  112.  463. 

**  Advance  in  Rates,  Eastern  Case,  **  Arlington    Heights    Fhiit    Ex- 

20  I.  C.  C.  243;  Advance  in  Rates,  change  v.  S.  P.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  156. 

July,  1914.  «  LouisviUe  &   N.  Co.  C.  &  C. 

<*  The  Five  Per  Cent  Cases,  I.  C.  Rates,  26 1.  C.  C.  20. 

C.  Aug.  2  and  Dec.  18,  1914.  «  Traffic  Bureau  of  W.  v.  L.  &  N. 

**  R.  R.  Commission  of  Texas  v.  R.  R.,  28 1.  C.  C.  533. 
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the  year  cannot  be  charged  as  an  annual  expense.  In 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Raiboad  Commissioners  ^*  that 
question  actually  came  up  for  decision.  It  appeared  that 
the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  as  lessee,  had  entered  into 
an  elaborate  lease  with  the  Oregon  &  California  Company 
as  lessor,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  net  earnings  received 
by  the  lessee  should  be  apphed  to  pay  the  interest  on  the 
bonded  indebtedness  of  the  lessor  with  a  proviso  that  if 
there  should  not  be  a  sufficiency  of  net  earnings  upon 
the  line  to  pay  this  interest  the  Southern  Pacific  Company 
might  pay  the  same  on  account  of  the  Oregon  &  CaU- 
fomia  Company  and  charge  the  payment  to  it,  being  en- 
titled to  reimburse  itself  from  future  net  earnings  with  six 
per  cent  interest  until  paid.  The  Southern  Pacific  Com- 
pany claimed  that  a  payment  which  it  had  made  on  this 
accoimt  should  be  put  in  as  a  current  expenditure  in  de- 
termining whether  the  rates  fixed  by  the  California  Com- 
mission left  it  a  reasonable  return  above  proper  expenses. 
But  the  court  held  otherwise;  on  this  point  Judge  Mc- 
Kenna  said:  ''Was  the  payment  of  the  interest  a  loss  to 
the  Southern  Pacific  Company?  Clearly  not.  It  is  se- 
cured to  it,  and  is  to  be  reimbursed  to  it,  and  is  charged  in 
the  report  as  a  'balance  deficit  payable  by  Oregon  & 
California  Railroad  Company.'  Clearly,  again,  if  it  had 
not  been  paid,  it  could  not  be  claimed  as  a  loss.  If  paid, 
and  to  be  reimbursed  and  secured,  it  cannot  be  claimed  as 
a  loss,  if  the  debtor  or  the  security  be  good.  I  cannot 
assume  now  that  the  debtor  or  the  security  will  not  be  good. 
It  may  be,  of  course,  that  it  will  not  be  good,  but  I  can 
only  deal  with  present  conditions,  or,  at  any  rate,  with 
those  likely  to  occur  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time. 
That,  under  the  lease,  the  payment  of  the  deficit  is  not  a 
charge  on  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  is  not  only 
evident  from  its  terms,  but  evident  from  the  allegations 
of  the  biU." 

^78  Fed.  236.  inefficient  financiering,  in  engaging 

^  It  seems  that  if  there  has  been     on  speculative  ventures  at  inflated 
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§  S61.  Taxes. 

Taxes  for  the  year  are  obviously  a  proper  annual  chacge. 
Overdue  taxes  for  past  years  paid  during  the  year  ean 
hardly,  however,  be  properly  regarded  as  an  annual  charge.^ 
Upon  the  policy  for  the  State  to  pursue  in  taxing  pubttc 
service  companies  m  general  and  railroads  in  particular, 
there  is  and  may  be  much  difiference  of  opinion.  Such 
companies  should,  of  course,  be  taxed  upon  their  tang^le 
property  at  its  locus,  and  this  is  generally  done.  But 
upon  the  question  of  whether  there  should  be  a  high  fran- 
chise tax  opinion  differs,  althou^  it  is  now  recognised 
that  such  taxes  are  constitutional  enougih.  It  may  be 
pointed  out,  however,  that  if  too  heavy  a  franchise  tax 
is  levied  upon  a  railroad  company,  it  is  bound  in  the  end 
to  react  upon  the  rates  which  the  railroad  will  charge 
the  public,  as  the  payments  made  for  taxation  require-* 
ments  are  obviously  annual  charges.  This  matter  was 
thus  discussed  by  the  Commission  in  one  proceeding.  ^^ 
''Several  of  the  carriers  stated  that  there  was  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  States  and  municipalities  to  increase  the 
taxes  levied  upon  railroads,  and  that  this  imposes  an  addi- 
tional burden.  Railroad  property,  like  every  other  species 
of  property,  should  bear  its  just  b\u*den  of  taxation.  If 
the  property  has  been  once  taxed,  the  stock  which  repre- 
sents that  property  ought  not  to  be  taxed  a  second  time ; 
and  when  it  is,  the  tax  on  the  property  is  in  the  nature  of 
an  operating  expense." 

Topic  B.    Expenditures  on  the  Phmt 

§  362.  Expense  of  equipment  and  maintenance. 

As  the  railroad  is  obliged  to  provide  a  sufficient  equip- 
ment for  the  proper  accommodation  of  the  public,  and 
to  keep  all  its  appliances  and  premises  in  good  condition, 

prices,   the  company   and   not  the  ^  Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Railroad 

shipper  should  bear  the  loss.     The  Comrs.,  78  Fed.  236. 

New  England  Investigation,  27  I.  C.  ^  Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates, 

C.  1.  9 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  3S2. 
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the  cost  of  maintaining  the  equipment  is,  of  course,  to  be 
repaid  from  the  rates.  The  Commission  is  clear  that  nor- 
nudly  rates  should  be  provided  for  keeping  its  equipment 
up  to  modem  standards  of  operation.  ^^  Maintenance 
of  way  and  structure  should  be  always  taken  into  account 
in  estimating  the  cost  of  operating  the  road.'^^  The  public 
policy  of  permitting  full  allowance  for  upkeep  -is  suffi- 
ciently obvious  to  the  Commission.^^  And  in  passing  on 
rates  this  has  been  reiterated  as  occasion  arises;  for  it 
is  well  imderstood  nowadays  that,  when  it  comes  to  the 
question  of  service,  the  demand  is  that  it  shall  be  ade- 
quate, and  rates  should  be  allowed  sufficient  to  bring  that 
about.  ^^  The  public  cannot  expect  to  get  from  the  carriers 
more  than  it  is  paying  for;  and  it  must  be  realized  that 
low  rates  have  an  inevitable  tendency  to  result  in  inade- 
quate facilities. 

§  353.  Cost  of  rolling  stock. 

The  expense  from  use  of  rolling  stock  constitutes  one 
of  the  heavy  items  in  the  operating  charges  of  a  railroad. 
As  has  been  pointed  out,  this  is  a  charge  which  tends  to 
increase  rather  than  diminish.  In  one  proceeding  before 
the  Commission  the  ground  was  gone  over  in  a  thorough 
manner,  as  the  following  extract  will  show:  ^^  "One  of 
the  most  important  items  which  enter  into  the  expense 
of  railroad  operation  is  the  cost  of  equipment.  For  the 
piupose  of  arriving  at  some  satisfactory  opinion  on  this 
subject  the  Commission  examined  in  this  proceeding  the 
first  vice-president  of  the  American  Car  and  Foundry 
Company  and  in  another  similar  proceeding  the  general 
manager  of  the  construction  department  of  the  Pullman 
Company,     The   testimony   of   these   gentlemen   agrees. 

^  Meeker  &  Go.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  ^  National     Lumber     Ebcporters 

Ry.,  21 L  C.  C.  129.  Aeso.  v.  St.  L.,  L  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  2S 

»» Standard  Mirror  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  I.  C.  C.  215. 

27LG.C.200.  *<  Rates  from  St.  Louis  to  Texas 

"  May  Bros.  v.  Y.  &  M.  R.  R.,  26  Points,  11 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  238. 
I.C.C.323. 
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The  cost  of  building  a  car  also  of  necessity  varies  with  the 
changes  in  cost  of  materials  and  labor  which  have  been 
about  the  same  in  the  car  shop  as  in  other  railroad  opera- 
tions. What  should  be  especially  noted,  and  what  largely 
accounts  for  the  apparent  great  increase  in  price  is  the 
fact  that  the  car  of  to-day  differs  radically  from  the  car 
of  ten  or  twelve  years  ago.  The  evidence  as  to  the  cost 
of  locomotives  is  less  complete  than  in  case  of  cars.  Eki- 
gines,  like  cars,  are  of  much  greater  capacity  than  formerly, 
and  they  are  also  equipped  with  many  improved  devices 
which  are  supposed  to  add  to  the  value  in  actual  opera- 
tion. In  units  of  tractive  power,  the  difference  is  less 
when  given  by  the  engine.  Even  when  so  measured  we 
are  inclined  to  think  that  they  were  distinctly  higher  in 
1902  than  in  1892.  The  ownership  of  the  various  locomo- 
tive works  of  the  United  States  has  been  so  adjusted  within 
the  last  few  years  that  'suicidal  competition'  no  longer 
exists;  and  this  fact  is  easily  observed  in  the  price  which 
railways  are  compelled  to  pay."  " 

§  364.  Losses  by  accident. 

A  certain  amount  of  loss  by  accident  is  inseparable  from 
the  conduct  of  any  business,  and  this  is  particularly  true 
of  a  business  having  so  many  unavoidable  dangers  as  that 
of  railroad  operation.  In  so  far  as  these  losses  are  without 
fault  of  anyone  concerned  the  sums  paid  to  make  repara- 
tion for  them  may  obviously  be  charged  as  an  expense  of 
operation.  But  more  than  this,  it  seems,  must  be  conceded; 
a  certain  amount  of  negligence  by  employees  cannot  be 
avoided,  and  these  losses  also  seem  inseparable  from  the 
conduct  of  the  business.  The  only  losses  which  the  rail- 
road company  may  not  properly  charge  against  the  public, 
therefore,  are  those  which  result  from  its  own  reckless 
management,   or  its  willful   failure  to   provide  adequate 

'*  An  advance  will  not  be  justified      sufficient.   City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P. 
because  of  acquiring  new  equipment,      Ry.  Co.,  19 1.  C.  C.  162. 
where   the   former   equipment   was 
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facilities.^  These  points  were  excellently  made  in  a  ruling 
some  years  ago  by  the  Commission. ^^  ''The  defendant 
states  that  excessive  damages  are  claimed  by  Texas  shippers 
with  respect  to  the  shipment  of  live  stock;  it  apparently 
insists  that  these  damages  are  unjust  and  that  it  is  com- 
pelled to  recoup  itself  by  an  advance  in  the  rate.  This 
Commission  can  hardly  find  that  a  judgment  rendered  in 
due  course  of  judicial  procedure  is  unjust  or  excessive. 
Nor  can  we  assume  that  this  defendant  has  been  coerced 
into  payment  of  unreasonable  or  unjust  damages  by  the 
bringing  of  such  suits.  The  fact,  however,  that  claims 
of  that  kind  are  made  in  large  amounts,  that  such  claims 
are  often  compromised  by  the  carriers,  that  when  not 
compromised  they  result  in  large  verdicts  and  that  as  a 
consequence  the  carrier  is  obliged  to  pay  large  sums  for 
damage  to  Uve  stock  in  transit  is  undoubtedly  proper  to 
be  shown.  It  is  an  incident  in  the  transportation  of  that 
conmiodity,  which  may  properly  be  taken  into  account 
by  the  railway  in  establishing  its  tariff.  If  for  any  reason 
these  claims  for  damages  have  become  more  frequent 
than  they  were  formerly,  without  fault  upon  the  part  of. 
the  railway,  that  might  be  a  reason  for  increasing  the 
rate.  It  should  be  carefully  observed,  however,  that  the 
defendant  ought  not  by  this  means  to  escape  from  its  own 
negligence.'' 

§  366.  Betterments  considered  as  maintenance. 

It  is  not  always  easy  to  determine  whether  replacement 
construction  of  the  plant  of  a  public  service  company 
constitutes  an  annual  or  a  capital  charge.  Current  repairs 
obviously  constitute  annual  charges.  Outright  exten- 
sions just  as  obviously  should  be  put  into  the  capital  ac- 
coimt.  But  as  to  replacement,  and  more  particularly 
as  to  improvements,  problems  arise  which  may  be  handled 
in  different  ways.    Since  they  may  be  handled  in  different 

**  See  In  re  Arkansas  R.  R.  Rates,      change  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C. 
168  Fed.  720.  Rep.  331. 

"New   Orleans   live   Stock   Ex- 
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ways  not  unreasonably,  it  cannot  be  said  that  a  corpora- 
tion is  acting  unreasonably  in  adopting  one  policy  or  the 
other.  This  was  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  when, 
in  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  v.  United  States," 
the  Supreme  Court  was  called  upon  to  decide  whether  that 
company  had  acted  unreasonably  in  so  arranging  its  fi- 
nances that  it  did  not  appear  to  be  making  such  net  earn- 
ings as  by  the  terms  thereof  were  to  be  applied  to  the  re- 
duction of  certain  of  its  bonds.  ''As  a  general  proposition, 
net  earnings  are  the  excess  of  the  gross  earnings  over  the 
expenditures  defrayed  m  producmg  them,  aside  from  and 
exclusive  of  the  expenditure  of  capital  laid  out  in  construct- 
ing and  equipping  the  works  themselves.  It  may  often 
be  diflScult  to  draw  a  precise  line  between  expenditures 
for  construction  and  the  ordinary  expenses  incident  to 
operating  and  maintaining  the  road  and  works  of  a  rail- 
road company.  Theoretically,  the  expenses  chargeable 
to  eammgs  include  the  general  expenses  of  keeping  up  the 
organization  of  the  company,  and  all  expenses  incurred 
in  operating  the  works  and  keeping  them  in  good  condi- 
tion and  repair;  while  expenses  chargeable  to  capital  in- 
clude those  which  are  incurred  in  the  original  construction 
of  the  works,  and  in  the  subsequent  enlargement  and  im- 
provement thereof.  "^^ 

§  366.  Improvement  of  existing  plant. 

It  may  fairly  be  said  that  it  has  been  the  American 
system  of  conducting  public  service  companies  to  charge 
to  maintenance,  as  an  annual  expense,  betterments,  re- 
placements, improvements,  and  repairs  The  question  is 
one  of  policy,  which  is  usually  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  directors.  There  is  but  little  danger  that  any  board 
will  cause  a  very  large  or  undue  portion  of  their  earnings 
to  be  absorbed  in  permanent  improvements.*^    The  prac- 

*•  W  U.  S.  402,  26  L.  ed.  274.  "  The  Commiflsion  feels  that  re- 

^See    also    Metropolitan    Tn^st  building  and  strengthening  bridges 

Co.  V.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  and  trestles  and  la3ring  heavier  rails 

00  Fed.  683.  are  expenses  incident  to  increased 
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tice  will  only  extend  to  those  which  may  be  required,  from 
time  to  time,  by  the  gradual  increase  of  the  company's 
traffic,  the  dispatch  of  business,  the  pubhc  accommoda- 
tion, and  the  general  permanency  and  completeness  of 
the  works.  When  any  important  improvement  is  needed, 
such  as  an  additional  track,  or  any  other  matter  which 
involves  a  large  outlay  of  money,  the  owners  of  the  road 
will  hardly  forego  the  entire  suspension  of  dividends  in 
order  to  raise  the  requisite  funds  for  those  purposes,  but 
will  rather  take  the  ordinary  course  of  issuing  bonds  or 
additional  stock.  But  for  making  all  ordinary  improve- 
ments, as  well  as  repairs,  it  may  be  better  for  the  stock- 
holders, and  all  those  who  are  interested  in  the  prosperity 
of  the  enterprise,  that  a  portion  of  the  earnings  should  be 
thus  employed.^^  In  one  sense,  a  railroad  is  never  com- 
pleted. There  is  never,  or  hardly  ever,  a  time  when  some- 
thing more  cannot  be  done,  and  is  not  done,  to  render  the 
most  perfect  road  more  complete  than  it  was  before.  More- 
over, this  American  system  of  maintenance  of  way  from 
earnings  has  in  practice  proved  itself  far  superior  to  the 
English  system  of  issuing  new  securities  for  every  sort 
of  improvement,  which  accumulates  fixed  charges,  and 
otherwise  hampers  the  railway  by  excessive  capitaliza- 
tion. 

§  367.  Replacement  considered  as  repair. 

In  the  leading  case  of  Reagan  v.  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust 
Company,^^  it  was  contended  that  the  cost  of  new  rails 
should  be  charged  to  construction,  and  not  to  expenses 
of  operation;  but  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  said:  "Now,  it 
goes  without  saying  that,  in  the  operation  of  every  road, 

tonnage  and  are  indicative  of  pros-  maintenance,  is  charged  to  operating 

perity  rather  than  distress.     Mem-  expenses,  the  Commission  feels  that 

phis  Freight   Bureau  v.    L.   &   N.  this  constitutes  no  justification  for 

R.  R.  Co.,  26 1.  C.  C.  402.  increase  in  rates.    New  York  Butter 

*^  But,  when  the  cost  of  what  are  and  Cheese  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  330. 

clearly  betterments,  in  contrast  to  "  54  U.  S.  362,  38  L.  ed.  1014,  14 

Sup.  Ct.  1047. 
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there  is  a  constant  wearing  out  of  the  rails,  and  a  constant 
necessity  for  replacing  old  with  new.  The  purchase  of 
these  rails  may  be  called  'permanent  improvements/  or 
by  any  other  name;  but  they  are  what  is  necessary  for 
keeping  the  road  in  serviceable  condition.  Indeed,  in 
another  part  of  the  report,  under  the  head  of  'Renewals 
of  rails  and  ties/  is  stated  the  number  of  tons  of  'New 
rails  laid'  on  the  main  line.  Other  items  therein  are  for 
fencing,  grading,  bridging,  and  culvert  masonry,  bridges 
and  trestles,  building,  furniture,  fixtures,  &c.  It  being 
shown  affirmatively  that  there  were  no  extensions,  it  is 
obvious  that  these  expenditures  were  those  necessary  for  a 
proper  carrying  on  of  the  business  required  of  the  com- 
pany." *'  Upon  the  whole  every  liberty  possible  should 
be  given  the  companies  to  improve  their  properties  out 
of  current  earnings;  and  it  is  only  when  it  is  plain  that 
outright  new  construction  is  being  entered  upon  that  the 
companies  should  be  obliged  to  issue  new  securities  to 
provide  capital.  For  as  long  as  the  company  has  a  con- 
tinuous policy  that,  as  improvements  are  needed  in  each 
year,  they  shall  be  provided  for  out  of  annual  earnings, 
the  maintenance  of  such  a  policy  will  roughly  from  year 
to  year  throw  a  fair  share  upon  each  year  which  gets  the 
benefits  of  the  work  done  in  other  years. 

§  368.  Permanent  improvements  should  not  be  annual 
charge. 
However  it  may  be  in  doubtful  cases,  where  continual 
replacements,  going  on  from  year  to  year,  may  not  un- 
reasonably be  considered  as  equivalent  to  annual  charges 
to  repair  account,  it  is  obvious  that  permanent  improve- 
ments should  not  be  charged  as  annual  expenditures  in  the 
year  in  which  they  are  constructed,  but  should  be  carried 
to  capital  account.     The  United  States  Supreme  Court** 

"  Ace.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  v.  Rail-         «^  Illinois  C.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Inter- 
road  Comrs.,  78  Fed.  236.  state  Com.  Comm.,  206  U.  S.  441,  61 

L.  ed.  1127,  27  Sup.  Ct.  700. 
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was  perhaps  speaking  within  hmits  when  it  held  that 
the  Commission  was  not  acting  unreasonably  in  disallowing, 
as  operating  expenses  of  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad, 
expenditures  for  real  estate,  right  of  way,  tunnels,  bridges, 
and  other  strictly  permanent  improvements;  and  also  for 
equipment  such  as  locomotives  and  cars.  The  Commis- 
sion had  expressed  the  opinion  that  such  expenditures 
should  not  be  charged  to  a  single  year,  but  should  be,  so 
far  as  practicable,  projected  proportionally  over  the  future. 
And  this  view  Mr.  Justice  McKenna,  speaking  for  the 
court,  adopted.  *'It  would  seem,"  he  said,  ''as  if  ex- 
penditures for  additions  to  construction  and  equipment, 
as  expenditures  for  original  construction  and  equipment, 
should  be  reimbursed  by  all  of  the  traffic  they  accommo- 
date during  the  period  of  their  duration,  and  that  im- 
provements that  will  last  many  years  should  not  be  charged 
wholly  against  the  revenue  of  a  single  year."  •^ 

§  369.  New  construction  should  be  charged  to  capital. 

The  rule  will  be  generally  conceded  that  outright  new 
construction  should  be  charged  to  capital  and  should  not 
therefore  be  admitted  as  an  annual  expense  of  operation. 
As  Mr.  Justice  Carter  of  the  Florida  court  recently  put 
it  in  a  case^  where  the  railroad,  in  complaining  of  the 
rates  put  in  force  by  a  commission,  alleged  that  its  total 
receipts  would  not  now  be  sufficient  to  recoup  it  for  its 
"costs  of  operation"  and  its  "cost  of  constructing:"  "The 
use  of  the  words  'reasonable  cost  of  constructing'  renders 
the  pleading  very  ambiguous.  The  reasonable  cost  of 
construction  is  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  fair 
value  of  the  company's  property,  which  is  an  element 
entering  into  the  question  of  reasonableness  of  the  rate; 
but  the  cost  of  construction  is  not  to  be  deducted  from 

**PennaDent   improvements    and  **  State  ex  rel.  v.  Seaboard  A.  L. 

betterments  are  not  properly  charge-  Ry.  Co.,  48  Fla.  129,  37  So.  314. 

able  against  the  earnings  for  the  year.  See  Erie  v.  Erie  Gas  &  C.  Co.,  78 

Louisville  &  N.  C.  &  C.  Rates,  26  Kans.  348, 97  Pac.  468. 
I.  C.  C.  20. 
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the  earningB  under  the  proposed  rates  in  ascertaiiung  if 
those  rates  are  reasonable;  for  under  such  a  rule  the  puMic 
would  be  compelled  to  pay  for  constructing  the  road  with- 
out being  entitled  to  its  ownership."  So  in  estimating 
the  net  profits  of  a  gas  company  it  was  held  that  operating 
expenses  would  not  include  ^'expenditures  for  new  wells, 
mains,  or  other  permanent  improvements  or  betterments."*^ 


§  860.  New  construction  not  an  operating  expense. 

The  rule,  therefore,  is  that  outright  new  construction 
should  be  charged  to  capital,  and  should  not,  therefore, 
be  charged  in  as  an  annual  expense  of  operation.  It  is 
hardly  more  unjustifiable  to  chai^  a  shipper  by  sea  the 
cost  of  the  vessel  than  to  charge  a  shipper  by  rail  in  a 
given  year  the  cost  of  a  new  terminal  freight  station.  This 
general  problem  was  discussed  with  discrimination  in  one 
of  the  earlier  investigations  by  the  Commission,^  an  ex- 
tract from  which  follows:  "Within  recent  years  this  rail- 
road, in  common  with  many  others  in  the  United  States, 
has  been  extensively  improved.  Grades  have  been  eUmi- 
nated,  curves  reduced,  wood  bridges  replaced  with  those 
of  iron  and  stone,  station  buildings  rebuilt,  equipment 
of  all  kinds  greatly  added  to.  All  this  has  been  rendered 
necessary,  partly  by  increase  in  traffic  and  partly  by  the 
desire  to  handle  this  traffic  in  the  cheapest  possible  man- 
ner; and  it  adds  very  materially  to  the  value  and  the 
earning  capacity  of  the  property.  Now,  in  so  far  as  these 
outlays  are  reasonably  necessary  to  keep  the  property 


*'  In  one  of  the  latest  cases  on  this 
point  in  the  State  courts  it  is  held 
that  the  earnings  of  a  railroad  com- 
pBXiy  applied  to  the  purchase  of 
addtttonal  equipment,  extension  of 
its  lines,  and  other  improvements, 
must  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  net 
earnings,  and  are  not  properly 
chargeable  to  operating  expenses. 
Coal  &  Coke  Ry.  Co.  v.  Conley,  67 
W.  Va.  129, 67  S.  E.  613. 
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See  Nashua  &  L.  R.  R.  v.  Boston 
&  L.  R.  R.,  136  U.  S.  356,  34  L.  ed. 
363, 10  Sup.  Ct.  1004. 

"  Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates,  9 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

See  also  The  St.  Paul  &  P.  S.  Ac- 
counts, 29  I.  C.  C.  SOS,  poitttttig  out 
the  impropriety  of  putting  itcttbs 
plainly  belonging  to  mainteftaoMJe 
into  capital,  thereby  making  a  bettor 
showing  in  income. 
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up  to  its  former  standard,  or  perhaps  to  even  a  higher 
standard  of  operation,  they  are  properly  a  part  of  the  oper- 
ating expenses  of  the  road,  but  when  they  add  to  the 
earning  capacity  of  the  property,  and  therefore  to  its 
value,  they  are  in  the  nature  of  a  permanent  improve- 
ment. Assuming  that  the  stockholder  is  only  entitled  to 
exact  from  the  public  a  certain  amount  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  service,  he  clearly  has  no  right  to  both  receive 
that  amoimt  in  dividends  and  add  to  the  productive  value 
of  his  property." 

§  361.  Betterment  out  of  income. 

In  the  famous  Rate  Advance  Cases  of  1910,  it  was 
contended  that  rates  should  be  enough  to  enable  carriers 
not  only  to  pay  their  current  operating  expenses,  their 
fixed  charges,  a  reasonable  dividend,  and  to  maintain  their 
properties  at  the  present  state  of  efficiency,  but  also  to 
make  improvements  and  additions  to  those  properties  of 
a  permanent  character.  Those  who  opposed  an  increase 
in  the  rates  answered  that  improvements  of  this  character, 
which  add  to  the  permanent  value  of  the  property,  ought 
not  to  be  paid  from  the  cmrent  returns  of  the  railroad, 
but  should  rather  be  made  out  of  new  capital.  But  the 
CJonunission,  pointing  to  the  recent  decisions,  which  have 
not  been  considered,  said  that  it  would  appear  that  both 
the  Court  and  the  Conmiission  were  committed  to  the 
proposition  that  in  fixmg  a  fair  return  upon  railroad  prop- 
erty, for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  a  given  ad- 
vance is  reasonable,  the  railway  ought  not  to  treat  as  a 
part  of  its  operating  expenses  the  cost  of  permanent  im- 
provements or  extensions;  and  this  must  of  necessity 
mean  that  the  rates  should  not  be  sufficient  to  allow  both 
the  payment  of  dividends  to  stockholders  and  interest 
to  bondholders  and  an  additional  sum  for  the  purpose  of 
unproving  and  increasing  the  value  of  the  property. 
Theoretically,  this  would  seem  to  be  just.*  Therefore,  it 
must  be  realized  that  generally  speaking  the  policy  of  the 
20  [  305  ] 
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don  now  seems  to  be  that  each  generation  may 
well  be  required  to  bear  its  own  bmtlen,  and  the  stock- 
holder should  not  obtain  both  an  adequate  dividend  upon 
his  stock  and  an  addition  to  the  value  of  his  property.^ 

Topic  C.    Depreciation  Requirements 

§  362.  Allowance  for  depreciation. 

In  general  an  annual  charge  to  meet  the  depreciation 
in  the  value  of  the  plant  by  use  seems  proper.  This  is 
again  something  which  cannot  be  decided  by  general  rules 
as  to  a  standard  percentage,  but  is  a  matter  to  be  de- 
termined by  careful  investigation  into  the  character  of 
the  particular  plant.^^  It  is  now  seen  that  the  question 
of  depreciation  is  too  difficult  for  offhand  estimation. 
The  courts  have,  as  yet,  usually  contented  themselves 
with  saying  that  some  fair  per  cent  should  be  allowed. 
Undoubtedly,  in  the  future,  such  expert  evidence  of  the 
amount  of  the  probable  depreciation  in  the  particular 
plant  will  be  relied  upon.  Concrete  viaducts,  for  example, 
apparently  suffer  a  very  slight  depreciation,  while  a  rail- 
road equipment  depreciates  comparatively  fast.  The  prob- 
abilities are  that  sufficient  allowance  is  not  being  made 
for  the  physical  depreciation  that  the  usual  equipment 
used  in  most  public  services  undergoes,  to  say  nothing  of 
the  intangible  fall  in  the  value  of  the  present  equipment 
due  to  change  of  fashion.  A  well-conducted  company  may 
indeed  see  to  it  that  provision  is  made  for  the  renewal 
of  equipment  which  is  obviously  deteriorating;  but  few 
indeed  are  making  under  present  conditions  provision 
against  the  slow  but  sure  depreciation  of  the  plant  as  a 
whole.     Now  that  it  is  becoming  recognized  in  the  de- 

^  Advances    in    Rates,     Eiastem  ^  See  Long  Branch  Conunission  v. 

Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243.  Tmtum  Manor  Water  Co.,  70  N.  J. 

See  also  the  Five  Per  Cent  Cases  of  Eq.  71,  62  Atl.  474. 

1914,  showing  that  the  Commission  See  also  Wilkes-Barre  v.  Spring 

is  still  disinclined  to  permit  earnings  Brook  W.  Co.,  4  Lack.  L.  News, 

to  be  made  to  go  into  betterments  367. 
of  the  property. 
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cisions  that  such  allowance  is  a  proper  operating  cost, 
more  attention  will  doubtless  be  paid  to  this  vital  matter.^  ^ 

§  363.  T]rpes  of  depreciation. 

It  is  the  theory  of  the  Commission  that  the  accounts  of 
cost  of  construction  should  contain  no  factor  of  obsolescence ; 
when  a  thing  goes  out  of  service,  its  value  should  be  writ- 
ten off  on  the  books.  There  are  various  types  of  depre- 
ciation which  must  be  dealt  with  in  connection  with  every 
enterprise  of  the  character  under  discussion.  The  phys- 
ical depreciation  such  as  the  wearing  out  of  equipment  is 
obvious.  ^^  Indeed,  depreciation  of  this  sort  can  be  almost 
exactly  determined  by  those  of  experience  in  the  re- 
spective lines.  Then  there  is  at  the  other  extreme,  func- 
tional depreciation  due  to  the  supersedure  of  equipment, 
which  is  still  physically  fit  to  do  the  work  for  which  it 
was  designed.  But  no  one  can  tell  with  any  confidence 
what  per  cent  of  risk  there  is  from  year  to  year  of  develop- 
ments in  a  given  art,  which  will  make  it  necessary  to  scrap 
existing  equipment.  What  it  would  mean  to  the  accounts 
of  the  railroads  to  have  to  throw  away  passenger  cars  which 
still  have  perhaps  twenty  years  of  estimated  life  and  sub- 
stitute steel  equipment,  is  something  which  it  would  be 
staggering  for  them  to  face.  A  certain  obsolescence  is  to  be 
looked  for,  however,  and  an  allowance  should  be  granted 
for  making  it  good.  But  that  changes  are  likely  to  affect 
all  parts  of  the  system  equally  is  as  improbable  as  that 
all  parts  of  the  equipment  should  have  uniform  wear.^' 

'^  See   Twitchell   v.  Spokane,  55  ance  for  depreciation  was  made  by 

Wash.  86,  104  Pac.  150,  24  L.  R.  A.  the  practices  of  these  companies  in 

(N.  S.)  290.  substituting  by  purchases  out  of  in- 

See  also  Grand  Haven  v.  Grand  come  new  equipment,  to  take  the 

Haven  W.  W.,  119  Mich.  652,  78  place  of  those  discarded. 

N.  W.  890.  "  See  the  Five  Per  Cent  Cases  of 

^*  Re  Advances  in  Rates,  Eastern  Aug.  2  and  Dec.  18,  1914. 

and  Western  Cases,  20  I.  C.  C.  243,  See  also  the  discussion  in  the  St. 

304.  Paul  &  P.  S.  Accounts  of  the  impro- 

See  also  the  inquiries  made  in  the  priety  of  charging  as  depreciation  of 

New  England  Investigation,  27  I.  C.  rolling  stock  only  1  per  cent. 
C.  384,  as  to  whether  proper  allow- 
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§  364.  Authorities  refusing  to  allow  depreciation. 

There  are,  however,  a  few  cases  in  the  State  courts  which 
refuse  any  allowance  for  depreciation  among  the  annual 
charges;  but  the  matter  of  depreciation  has  been  in  late 
years  so  well  understood  that  these  cases  have  no  impor- 
tance to-day.^**  In  one  case  the  argument  was  this:  "We 
see  no  reason  why  plaintifif,  in  addition  to  operating  ex- 
penses, repairs,  and  other  ordinary  charges,  should  be 
allowed  to  reduce  the  apparent  profits  by  deductions  for 
a  restoration  or  rebuilding  fund.  The  setting  aside  of 
such  a  fund  may  be  a  good  business  policy,  and,  if  the 
company  sees  fit  to  devote  a  portion  of  its  profits  to  that 
purpose  (though  as  we  imderstand  the  record,  no  such 
fund  has  yet  been  created),  no  one  can  complain;  but  it  is 
in  no  just  sense  a  charge  affecting  the  net  earnings  of  the 
works.  To  hold  otherwise  is  to  say  that  the  public  must 
not  only  pay  the  reasonable  and  fair  value  of  the  services 
rendered,  but  must,  in  addition,  pay  the  company  the 
full  value  of  its  works  every  40  years — the  average  period 
estimated  by  plaintiff — for  all  time  to  come."  ^^  The 
answer  to  this  line  of  argument  plainly  is  that  those  who 
devote  their  property  to  the  service  of  the  public  should  be 
fairly  assured  that  not  only  are  they  to  have  the  return 
on  their  investment  which  they  would  get  elsewhere,  but 
that  their  capital  will  at  all  tunes  be  secured  from  impair- 
ment. 

§  366.  Renewal  of  equipment  to  offset  depreciation. 

The  equipment  of  the  road  must  be  renewed  from  time 
to  time;  and  an  expenditure  of  the  proper  proportionate 
amount  in  each  year  for  new  equipment  is  a  proper  annual 
charge.  So  in  Milwaukee  Electric  Railway  and  Light 
CJompany  v.  Milwaukee,^*  it  was  held  proper  to  buy  yearly 

^*  RedlandB,  L.  &  C.  D.  Water  Co.  Cedar  Rapids,    118  Iowa,   234,  91 

V.  RedlandB,  121  Cal.  363,  53  Pac.  N.  W.  1081. 

791.  ™  87  Fed.  577.     If  a  company  in 

^*  Cedar    Rapids    Water    Co.    v.  setting  aside  funds  collected  for  de- 
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and  charge  to  annual  expenses  a  sufficient  number  of  cars, 
with  motors  and  complete  electrical  equipment,  to  keep 
up  the  necessary  standard  of  equipment.  It  may  aid  one 
to  appreciate  the  nature  of  the  problem  and  the  method 
of  its  solution  to  cite  from  the  expert  testimony  adduced 
in  that  case  and  adopted  by  the  court:  ''In  reference  to 
the  element  of  depreciation,  the  witness  Beggs  gives  the 
foUowmg  explanation:  'I  thmk  experience  has  demon- 
strated that  the  utmost  life  that  can  be  expected  from  the 
best  roadbed  that  can  be  laid  to-day  would  be,  at  the  out- 
side, ten  or  twelve  years,  when  it  would  have  to  be  almost 
entirely  renewed.  The  Milwaukee  Company  is  in  that 
condition  to-day,  because  of  the  different  periods  that 
their  track  went  down,  and  due  to  the  fact  that  it  was 
not  all  put  down  at  one  time,  and  it  must  now  of  necessity 
commence  to  lay  about  12  miles  of  track  annually,  being 
about  one-twelfth  of  its  total  mileage;  and  will  be  required, 
whether  they  wish  to  or  not,  to  lay  that  amount  annually 
hereafter,  and  will  thereby  be  keeping  their  tracks  fairly 
up  to  the  standard.  The  same  applies,  I  might  say,  to 
the  equipment.  In  my  estimate  I  have  calculated  that 
the  Milwaukee  Company  must  do  this  year,  which,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  doing,  what  it  did  last  year, — ^in  other 
words,  put  on  not  less  than  20  of  the  most  modem,  best- 
constructed  equipments,  thereby  keeping  its  standard 
up  to  the  minimum  as  it  has  now,  of  240  equipments;  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  average  life  of 
the  double  equipment,  taken  as  a  whole,  will  not  exceed 
twelve  years,  the  life  of  the  motor  being  somewhat  less 
than  that,  and  that  of  the  car  we  hope  may  exceed  it  pos- 
sibly several  years, — I  mean  the  car  bodies,  but  that, 
in  the  main,  we  hope  that  we  will  get  an  average  life  of 
twelve  years  out  of  them.    So,  taking  20  equipments  an- 

preciation  beyond   current  replace-  and  the  company  should  not  expect 

ments  immediately  necessary  invests  a  profit  thereon  as  for  capital  devoted 

them  in  its  own  plant,  these  items,  it  to  the  service  of  the  public. 
seems,  should  be  separately  handled 
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nually,  you  would  keep  to  your  standard  of  240  equipments, 
which  is  absolutely  necessary  to  maintain — to  operate — 
the  Milwaukee  Street  Railway.  I  mean  cars  complete, 
with  motors  and  complete  electrical  equipment.' "  ^ 

§  366.  Fund  to  repair  depreciatioii. 

This  line  of  argument  is  well  met  by  that  advanced  by 
Sir  Greorge  Jessel,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  the  case  of  Davi- 
son V.  GiUies.^^  The  by-laws  of  a  tramway  company  re- 
quired a  "contingencies  fund''  to  be  set  aside  before  the 
payment  of  dividends;  and  the  court  held  this  proper: 
*'A  tramway  company  lays  down  a  new  tramway.  Of 
course  the  ordinary  wear  and  tear  of  the  rails  and  sleepers, 
and  so  on,  causes  a  sum  of  money  to  be  required  from 
year  to  year  in  repairs.  It  may  or  may  not  be  desirable 
to  do  the  repairs  all  at  once,  but  if  at  the  end  of  the  first 
year  the  line  of  tramway  is  still  in  so  good  a  state  of  repair 
that  it  requires  nothing  to  be  laid  out  on  it  for  repairs  in 
that  year,  still,  before  you  can  ascertain  the  net  profits,  a 
sum  of  money  ought  to  be  set  aside  as  representing  the 
amount  in  which  the  wear  and  tear  of  the  line  has,  I  may 
say,  so  far  depreciated  it  in  value  as  that  sum  will  be  re- 
quired for  the  next  year  or  next  two  years.  It  appears 
to  me  that  you  can  have  no  net  profits  unless  this  sum 
has  been  set  aside.  When  you  come  to  the  next  year,  or 
the  third  or  fourth  year,  what  happens  is  this:  As  the  line 
gets  older  the  amount  required  for  repairs  increases.  If 
you  had  done  what  you  ought  to  have  done,  that  is,  set 
aside  every  year  the  sum  necessary  to  make  good  the  wear 
and  tear  in  that  year,  then  in  the  following  years  you  would 
have  a  fund  sufficient  to  meet  the  extra  cost.  Where, 
however,  the  line  had  worn  out  without  a  proper  fund 

^  It  may  be  said  here  in  passing  as  capital  added,  the  cost  of  the 
that  the  courts  have  supported  the  superseded  property  shall  be  written 
requirements  of  the  Commission  that  off  as  depreciation.  Kansas  City  So. 
while  so  much  of  the  renewal  as  rep-  Ry.  v.  United  States,  231  U.  S.  423, 
resents  betterment  may  be  treated      34  Sup.  Ct.  125. 

^»  16  Ch.  D.  347n. 
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having  been  provided  for  repairs,  it  was  held  that  the  whole 
amount  necessary  could  not  be  charged  to  a  single  year, 
but  only  the  proportionate  amount."  ^* 

§  367.  Capitalization  of  past  depreciation. 

That  depreciation  is  an  actual  cost  to  be  included  in 
the  annual  charges  of  a  corporation  is  shown  in  a  strik- 
ing manner  in  a  late  decision  of  the  United  States  Su- 
preme Court  ^'^  to  the  eflfect  that  it  must  be  provided  for 
from  year  to  year  out  of  annual  earnings,  and  cannot  be 
ignored  for  a  long  period  and  then  capitahzed.  The  prob- 
lem as  presented  to  the  court,  and  the  solution  of  it,  is 
so  well  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Moody  that 
to  paraphrase  it  would  be  inexcusable.  '^  Before  coming 
to  the  question  of  profit  at  all  the  company  is  entitled 
to  earn  a  sufiicient  sum  annually  to  provide  not  only  for 
current  repairs  but  for  making  good  the  depreciation  and 
replacing  the  parts  of  the  property  when  they  come  to  the 
end  of  their  life.  The  company  is  not  boxmd  to  see  its 
property  gradually  waste,  without  making  provision  out 
of  earnings  for  its  replacement.  It  is  entitled  to  see  that 
from  its  earnings  the  value  of  the  property  invested  is 
kept  unimpaired,  so  that  at  the  end  of  any  given  term 
of  years  the  original  investment  remains  as  it  was  at  the 
beginning.  It  is  not  only  the  right  of  the  company  to 
make  such  a  provision,  but  it  is  its  duty  to  its  bond  and 
stockholders,  and,  in  the  case  of  a  public  service  corpora- 
tion at  least,  its  plain  duty  to  the  public.  If  a  different 
coiu-se  were  pursued  the  only  method  of  providing  for 
replacement  of  property  which  has  ceased  to  be  useful 
would  be  the  investment  of  new  capital  and  the  issue  of 
new  bonds  or  stocks.  This  course  would  lead  to  a  con- 
stantly increasing  variance  between  present  value  and  bond 

^  A  railroad  may  properly  accumu-      Rates,  Western  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  R. 
late  funds  to  meet  obsolesceDce,  un-      307. 

less  this  charge  is  taken  care  of  in  "^Knoxviile  v.  Knoxville  Water 
maintenance.     In   re   Advances   in      Co.,  212  U.  S.  1,  53  L.  ed.  371,  29 

Sup.  Ct.  148. 
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and  stock  capitalization — a  tendency  which  would  inevitably 
lead  to  disaster  either  to  the  stockholders  or  to  the  public, 
or  both.  If,  however,  a  company  fails  to  perform  this 
plain  duty  and  to  exact  sufficient  returns  to  keep  the  in- 
vestment ununpaired,  whether  this  is  the  result  of  un- 
warranted dividends  upon  over-issues  of  securities,  or  of 
omission  to  exact  proper  prices  for  the  output,  the  fault 
is  its  own.  When,  therefore,  a  public  regulation  of  its 
prices  comes  under  question  the  true  value  of  the  property 
then  employed  for  the  purpose  of  earning  a  return  cannot 
be  enhanced  by  a  consideration  of  the  errors  in  manage- 
ment which  have  been  committed  in  the  past."  ®^ 

§  368.  Pajrments  into  sinking  fund. 

The  suggestion  is  made  in  one  case  that  a  provision 
out  of  ciurent  earnings  for  a  sinking  fund  is  proper.  In 
Brymer  v.  Butler  Water  Company  *^  already  quoted,  it 
was  said  that  out  of  income  might  be  set  aside  a  '^  suitable 
sinking  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts."  On  the  other 
hand,  in  the  recent  case  of  Houston  &  Texas  Central  Rail- 
way Company  v.  Storey,^^  it  was  held  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany would  not  be  allowed  to  earn  an  amoxmt  sufficient 
to  provide  a  sinking  fxmd  for  the  discharge  of  its  indebted- 
ness in  addition  to  paying  the  interest  thereon.  It  is  in- 
deed very  questionable  how  far  it  is  true  that  a  public 
service  company  should  be  allowed  to  include  in  its  annual 
charges  a  percentage  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  redemp- 
tion of  its  bonds  in  so  far  as  these  bonds  represent  cost 
of  construction.*^  To  adopt  such  a  policy  would  make 
the  generation  during  which  these  bonds  are  being  paid 
off  buy  the  railroad  to  that  extent,  and  yet  after  that  it 

'^  Where  a  public  service  corpora-  Comm.   v.   Cumberland   Telephone 

tion  raises  more  money  in  a  particular  Co.,  212  U.  S.  414,  53  L.  ed.  577,  29 

year  than  is  required  for  actual  de-  Sup.  Ct.  357. 

preciation,  it  cannot  carry  the  excess  **  179  Pa.  St.  231,  36  Atl.  249. 

to  capital  for  the  purpose  of  estimat-  "  149  Fed.  499. 

ing  the  amount  on  which  it  is  entitled  ^  See  Dan  Diego  Water  Co.  v.  San 

to  pay  dividends.   Louisiana  Railroad  Diego,  118  Cal.  556,  50  Pac.  633. 
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would  be  hard  to  say  that  the  next  generation  could  de- 
mand carriage  free  of  fixed  charges.  The  startling  truth 
seems  to  be,  therefore,  that  a  public  service  company 
should  not  any  more  expect  to  pay  oflf  its  bonded  indebted- 
ness than  to  return  the  subscribers  the  subscriptions  on 
their  stock.  The  bonds  should  be  refunded  as  they  fall 
due,  the  interest  remaining  a  fixed  charge;  and  the  stock 
should  remain  outstanding,  only  reasonable  dividends  be- 
ing distributed  to  it.  What  the  law  secures  is  a  return  on 
the  capital  invested,  not  a  return  of  it.  But  if  the  bond 
issue  represents  some  expenditure  not  resulting  in  ever- 
lasting addition  to  the  plant  utilized,  this  may  properly 
be  provided  for  by  an  instalhnent  purchase.  Such  fi- 
nancial arrangements  as  equipment  bonds  are  justifiable 
whereby  the  amount  which  the  bond  issue  represents  is 
sunk  by  periodical  payments*^  with  the  same  result  as 
an  instaUment  purchase. 

§  369.  Amortization  of  franchise  rights. 

Where  a  franchise  for  a  limited  period  is  granted  to  a 
public  service  company,  it  may  perhaps  be  proper  to  de- 
duct from  gross  income  a  sufficient  amount  to  sink  tlie 
value  of  a  secured  franchise  which  will  disappear  at  the 
end  of  the  period,  since  the  value  of  the  plant  is  annually 
depreciated  by  that  amount.  In  Milwaukee  Electric 
Railway  v.  Milwaukee,**  recently  cited,  the  court  said: 
"There  is  much  force  in  the  argument  of  counsel  xhat  con- 
sideration should  also  be  given  to  the  factor  of  deprecia- 
tion by  amortization  of  franchises,  as  all  the  franchises  in 
question  terminate  in  the  year  1924.*'  |fi  certain  of  the 
schemes  now  much  in  favor  m  bargammg  j^tween  a  i^u- 
nicipality  and  a  public  service  company,  it  is  provided 
that  the  works  shall  be  constructed  at  the  exjj^ense  of  the 
public  service  company  and  operated  by  it  as  its  own 
for  a  fixed  period,  at  the  end  of  which  time  the  subway,  or 

»  Compare  Milwaukee  Electric  Ry .         *  87  Fed.  677. 
Co.  V.  Milwaukee,  87  Fed.  577.  • 
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whatever  it  may  be,  thus  beeomes  the  property  of  the 
municipality  free  of  payment.  It  is  obvious  that  in  such 
a  case  the  public  service  company  must  be  allowed  to 
sink  the  cost  of  such  works  from  sums  set  aside  froln  an- 
nual earnings  by  some  process. 

Topic  Z>.    Operations  of  Consolidated  Properties 

§  370.  Complications  in  case  of  sjnstems. 

If  the  business  carried  on  by  the  pubUc  service  company 
covers  a  large  territory,  the  difficult  question  arises  whether 
the  system  is  to  be  taken  as  a  whole  or  whether  each  local- 
ity is  to  be  taken  by  itself.  Additional  complications 
are  added  to  the  problem  when  it  is  shown  that  the  present 
system  is  the  result  of  a  consoUdation,  more  or  less  inte- 
grated, of  several  properties;  then  the  question  becomes 
whether  each  of  these  original  constituents  is  to  be  taken 
by  itself  in  rate  regulation  or  whether  all  are  to  be  taken 
together  as  before.  The  consideration  of  this  matter  of 
the  consolidation  of  companies  belongs  of  course  to  those 
who  are  writing  of  the  law  of  corporations  in  general.  Still 
it  may  be  pointed  out  that  the  present  railway  systems 
are  almost  invariably  consoUdations  of  various  constit- 
uent companies,  and  that  these  constituent  companies 
are  almost  always  left  in  existence  after  the  consolidation. 
(1)  The  commonest  form  of  consolidation  is  perhaps  by 
a  long  term  lease  given  by  the  constituent  road  to  the 
operating  company.  (2)  Another  equally  usual  is  for  the 
consolidating  company  to  hold  all  or  part  of  the  stock 
of  the  constituent  companies.  There  are,  of  course,  two 
other  types  of  combination,  one  less  integrated  than  either 
of  those  just  mentioned,  the  other  more  consoUdated  than 
either.  (3)  Thus  the  only  bond  between  the  railroad 
companies  may  be  some  traffic  agreement  or  pooling  ar- 
rangement whereby  each  company  is  left  as  an  independ- 
ent xmit;  (4)  there  may  be  complete  consolidation,  the  new 
corporation  taking  over  the  constituent  companies  out- 
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right,  these  companies  going  out  of  existence.^^  It  is  ob- 
vious that  the  problem  proposed  for  discussion  in  this 
chapter  does  not  arise  in  the  third  and  fourth  types  de- 
scribed, since,  in  the  third,  each  road  still  remains  the 
operating  imit,  while  in  the  fourth  it  is  plain  that  the  new 
company  is  the  sole  operating  unit.  Whatever  difficulties 
there  may  be  will  occur  in  the  first  and  second  cases.  Like 
most  questions  of  rate  regulation,  this  question  may  arise 
in  one  of  two  ways:  one  aspect  of  it  will  be  whether  a  rail- 
road company  operating  leased  lines  or  held  lines  is  justi- 
fied in  treating  its  system  as  a  whole;  the  other  side  of  the 
question  will  be  whether  such  an  operating  company  can 
be  required  at  all  to  consider  its  system  as  a  whole  in  making 
rates.^ 


§  371.  Divisions  as  integral  parts  of  the  whole  system. 

It  must,  however,  be  insisted  upon  as  the  usual  solution 
of  this  problem  that  the  railway  system  shall  be  treated 
as  an  entirety.  By  this  conception  every  division  is  as 
much  an  integral  part  of  the  whole  system  as  the  different 
portions  of  the  main  line  are.  And  the  contention  is  that 
it  is  not  proper  to  segregate  a  division  and  fix  rates  for  it 
upon  the  basis  of  its  own  finances  taken  by  themselves, 
although  some  slight  scope  may  be  given  to  such  considera- 
tions. This  general  principle  was  well  expressed,  and  the 
reasons  establishing  it  were  well  set  forth,  in  an  early  pro- 


"  The  general  rule  is  that  systems 
shall  be  treated  as  units.  Union  Pac. 
Ry.  V.  U.  S.,  99  U.  S.  402,  26  L.  ed. 
274,  revermng  13  Ct.  of  CI.  401; 
Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  P.  Ry.  v. 
Tompkus,  176  U.  S.  167,  44  L.  ed. 
418,  20  Sup.  Ct.  336,  affirming  90 
Fed.  363;  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ry. 
V.  Minnesota,  186  U.  S.  257, 46  L.  ed. 
1151,  22  Sup.  Ct.  901,  affirming  80 
Minn.  191,  83  N.  W.  60;  Ames  v. 
Union  Pac.  Ry.,  64  Fed.  165;  Atlantic 
A  P.  Ry.  V,  U.  S.,  76  Fed.  186;  Mil- 
waukee Electric  Ry.   Co.   v.    Mil- 


waukee, 87  Fed.  577;  Interstate 
Com.  Comm.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 
118  Fed.  613. 

»  But  see  Chicago  &  G.  T.  Ry.  v. 
Wellman,  143  U.  S.  339,  36  L.  ed.  176, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  400,  affirming  s.  c,  83 
Mich.  592,  47  N.  W.  489;  San  Diego 
L.  &  T.  Co.  V.  National  City,  174 
U.  S.  739,  43  L.  ed.  1154,  19  Sup.  Ct. 
804,  affirmmg  74  Fed.  79;  Louisville 
&  N.  Ry.  V.  Brown,  123  Fed.  946; 
Steenerson  v.  Gt.  N.  Ry.,  69  Minn. 
353,  72  N.  W.  713. 
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ceeding  before  the  Commission,  a  significant  extract  from 
which  is  subjoined;  speaking  of  an  outlying  division  which 
was  part  of  a  consolidated  system  it  was  said:^  ''They 
are  feeders  to  the  main  lines  and  help  swell  the  revenues 
of  those  lines.  Their  profitableness  is  not  to  be  measured 
solely  by  what  they  earn  themselves^  but  by  the  increase 
of  business  and  revenue  they  bring  to  the  main  lines.  For 
book-keeping  purposes  it  is  proper  enough  to  keep  their 
accounts  separately,  but  for  their  usefulness  to  the  system 
of  which  they  form  a  part,  these  accounts  are  slight  evi- 
dence and  these  feeders  are  entitled  to  a  much  larger  credit. 
A  selected  fractional  part  of  any  great  railroad  might  be 
taken  and  a  showing  made  by  an  apportionment  of  earn- 
ings and  cost  of  operation  and  fixed  charges,  that  it  is 
unprofitable,  but  this  would  furnish  no  indication  of  its 
value  and  profitableness  as  an  important  part  of  the  whole 
property.  For  purposes  of  rates  the  sever^  auxiliary  roads 
should  not  be  looked  upon  as  wholly  independent  lines, 
which  may  separately  establish  rates,  looking  only  to  a 
satisfactory  ledger  account  of  each  separate  road.  These 
subordinate  and  branch  roads  are,  for  all  piuposes  of  con- 
trol and  operation,  parts  of  one  great  system."  ^ 

§  372.  Unprofitable  portions  of  the  line  not  considered. 

In  Steenerson  v.  Great  Northern  Railway*^  the  court 
considered  at  length  the  subject  of  unprofitable  lines;  and 
held  that  the  profitable  portions  of  the  system  could  not 
be  compelled  to  pay  the  loss  on  lines  built  through  a  newly 
and  sparsely  settled  country.    The  reasoning  of  Mr.  Jus- 


"Per  CommisBion  in  Delaware 
State  Grange  v.  New  York,  P.  &  N. 
Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  554. 

^  To  divide  a  railroad  system  into 
its  constituent  elements  and  to  re- 
quire that  each  shall  show  a  surplus 
commensurate  with  that  yielded  by 
the  buriness  of  the  system  as  a  whole 
in  justification  of  a  particular  rate  on 
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one  commodity,  is  not  the  proper 
basis  upon  which  to  measure  the  just- 
ness of  such  rate.  Board  of  Trade  of 
Winston-Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.  Co., 
16  I.  C.  C.  12. 

"79  Minn.  363,  72  N.  W.  713. 
See  also  Chicago  &  G.  T.  Ry.  v. 
WeUman,  143  U.  S.  339,  36  L.  ed.  176, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  400. 
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tice  Canty  is  as  follows:  ''If,"  he  said,  ''the  road  was  profit- 
able a  certain  reasonable  rate  would  be  fixed.  If  then 
a  new  and  unprofitable  extension  were  made,  and  the 
accounts  covered  the  whole  system,  the  rates  on  the  older 
portion  of  the  road  would  necessarily  be  raised,  and  that 
portion  would  bear  the  burden  of  the  new  extension.  But 
why  should  the  older  portion  of  the  line  bear  a  loss  due 
to  the  mistaken  management  of  the  company?  A  por- 
tion of  a  line  that  is  not  self-supporting  is  not  a  feeder, 
but  an  incumbrance;  and  in  determining  what  are  reason- 
able rates  on  the  rest  of  the  hne  or  system,  any  State  has 
a  right  to  reject  such  portion  from  the  line  or  system.  Of 
course,  in  rejecting  the  same  all  benefit  to  the  rest^of  the 
line  or  system  from  trafiic  passing  over  such  portion  must 
also  be  rejected,  and  nothing  can  be  allowed  to  the  rest  of 
the  line  or  system  on  such  trafiic,  except  the  operating  ex- 
penses on  the  same,  including  the  additional  wear  and  tear 
on  the  rest  of  the  road  caused  by  such  traffic.  Whether 
this  rule  would  apply  where  such  a  portion  of  a  line  or 
system  ceased  to  be  self-supporting  by  reason  of  some 
temporary  cause,  such  as  an  unusual  drought  or  a  pes- 
tilence, we  need  not  consider."  It  is  perhaps  fair  to  point 
out  that  in  a  later  portion  of  the  same  opinion  this  radical 
court,  apparently  inconsistently,  expressed  the  opinion 
that  the  whole  sjrstem  should  be  entitled  to  share  the 
prosperity  of  each  constituent  part  of  it.®^ 

§  373.  Systems  considered  as  wholes. 

Specific  illustrations  of  the  various  matters  which  have 
been  discussed  imder  this  topic  may  help  to  an  apprecia- 
tion of  the  general  problem.  For  example,  in  one  proceed- 
ing, not  long  ago,  it  was  held  that  cost  of  a  bridge  ought 

**  Assigiiing  costs  of  system  as  be-  involves  a  complicated  division  of  ac- 

tween  several  divisions  thereof,  divid-  counts,  and  gives  only  suggestion  as 

ing  passenger  and  fright  costs,  sep-  to  actual  cost.     Louisville  &  Nash- 

arating  cost  of  moving  coal  and  coke  ville  Railroad  Coal  and  Coke  Rates, 

as  distinguished  from  other  freight  26  I.  C.  C.  20. 
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not  to  be  charged  to  the  traffic  on  one  section  of  the  road.*' 
In  a  later  case,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  line  in 
question,  although  separately  operated,  was  by  stock 
ownership  a  part  of  the  Rock  Island  system  could  not  be 
ignored,  since  it  afforded  an  opportunity  for  shorter  hauls, 
and  reduced  operating  expenses,  with  correspondingly 
increased  revenue  per  ton-mile.**  A  road  is  built  and 
operated  as  a  whole;  and  local  rates  are  not  to  be  made 
altogether  with  reference  to  difficulties  of  each  particular 
portion,  although  heavy  grades  and  tunnels  add  to  cost 
of  operation.*^  The  Pennsylvania  lines  west  of  Pittsburg 
are  controlled  or  operated  by  the  Pennsylvania  Com- 
pany, the  entire  stock  of  which  is  owned  by  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad;  and  they  may  have  terminal  arrangements 
which  they  need  not  share  with  other  lines.**  The  Com- 
mission recognizes  that  it  is  just  and  reasonable  for  two 
or  more  independent  roads,  not  parts  of  same  system, 
making  up  a  through  line,  to  charge  more  for  the  through 
transportation  than  would  be  deemed  reasonable  for  trans- 
portation, if  performed  wholly  by  a  single  road.*^  But 
where  there  is  a  system  in  question  the  profit  on  a  particu- 
lar division  is  not  controlling,  as  the  benefit  to  other  por- 
tions of  the  system  may  much  more  than  offset  any  loss 
upon  the  particular  division.** 

§  374.  Treatment  of  branch  lines. 

The  tjrpical  railroad  system  has  trunk  lines  with  ramify- 
ing branches.  To  a  certain  extent  it  is  plain  that  the  main 
Imes  with  then-  denser  traffic  can  be  operated  at  less  cost 
per  ton  per  mile  than  the  lateral  branches.    At  the  same 

w  Traffic  Bureau  of  Merchants'  Ex-  »  28  I.  C.  C.  621 . 

change  of  San  Francisco  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  ^  Sheridan  Chamber  of  Commerce 

19  I.  C.  C.  259.  V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C. 

'« Kansas-Iowa    Brick    Rates,    28  638. 

I.  C.  C.  286.  ^  Loubville  &  N.  C.  &  C.  Rates, 

»•  Traffic  Bureau  of  Merchants'  Ex-  26  I.  C.  C.  20. 
change  of  San  Francisco  v.  S.  P.  Co., 
19  I.  C.  C.  259. 
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time,  if  in  a  total  haulage  the  distance  upon  the  branch 
is  short  relatively  to  the  distance  upon  the  main  line,  it 
may  not  be  im justifiable  to  make  the  same  proportionate 
rate  for  the  whole  distance.  This  was  one  of  the  many 
points  brought  out  in  a  case  before  the  Commission  con- 
cerning rates  upon  milk  from  the  tributary  territories 
about  New  York  brought  daily  to  the  city  itself.^®  In 
that  opinion  it  was  said:  '^ Ordinarily,  the  branch  line 
traffic  should  pay  more,  but  most  of  the  branch  lines  in 
the  nearby  section  are  short,  all  of  them  have  heretofore 
been  given  main  line  rates  on  this  traffic,  and  some  of 
them  pass  through  main  line  stations  of  other  roads  or 
lead  to  or  near  the  Hudson  River  where  the  traffic  is  af- 
fected by  the  competition  of  a  line  of  steamers.  Again, 
with  an  additional  charge  over  main  line  rates  from  nearby 
branch  line  points,  applying  the  same  rate  on  main  and 
branch  lines  m  the  distant  region,  which  the  long-distance 
carriers  will  doubtless  deem  necessary,  would  hardly  be 
consistent.  In  view  of  these  facts,  we  think  that  the  group 
distances  and  rates  for  this  traffic  should  be  made  to  apply 
on  branch  as  well  as  on  main  lines."  ^ 


§  375.  Constituent  roads  operated  under  separate  charters. 
It  is  held  in  some  cases  that  the  fact  that  the  constit- 


"*  Milk  Producers'  Protective  Aean. 
V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  92. 

That  a  g^ven  point,  otherwise  sim- 
ilarly circumstanced,  is  located  on  a 
branch  line,  while  other  points  enjoy- 
ing lower  rates  are  located  on  main 
lines,  does  not  create  dissimilarity  of 
circumstances.  Santa  Rosa  Traffic 
AsBo.  V.  S.  P.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  46. 

Transportation  conditions  between 
main-line  points  are  materially  dif- 
ferent from  those  prevailing  at 
branch-line  points.  Board  of  Trade 
of  Winston-Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry., 
26  I.  C.  C.  146. 


^  See  also  Northwestern  la.  Grain 
&  S.  Assn.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  431. 

What  might  perhaps  have  been 
proper,  as  between  companies  op- 
erating separate  and  distinct  short 
lines,  may  become  unreasonable  and 
unjust  when  both  are  absorbed  by  a 
large  system,  which  serves  an  exten- 
sive territory.  Black  Mountain  Coal 
Land  Co.  v.  So.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  286. 

The  Commission  is  inclined  to  the 
doctrine  that  branch  lines  are  op- 
erated as  part  of  a  great  system.  Bil- 
lings Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  C,  B. 
&  Q.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  71. 
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uent  roads  stiU  preserve  their  original  charters  and  are 
theoretically  operated  under  them  is  sufficient  to  justify 
the  requirement  that  each  shall  be  treated  by  itself  in  rate 
regulation.  Thus  in  one  case,^  where  the  propriety  of  a 
reduction  in  rates  ordered  by  the  railroad  commission  of 
Florida  was  in  question,  it  was  shown  that  the  Pensacola 
&  Atlantic  division  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad 
System  was  in  reality  a  separate  corporation.  It  was 
shown  that  the  rates  enforced  would  not  give  an  adequate 
return  upon  the  Pensacola  &  Atlantic  Railroad  itself, 
although  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  System  was  shown 
to  be  profitable.  Upon  these  facts  Judge  Pardee  granted 
an  injunction  to  prevent  the  enforcement  of  these  rates, 
saying  in  substance:  ''The  fact  that  a  line  of  railroad  is 
operated  in  connection  with  other  lines  owned  by  the  same 
company,  but  under  separate  charters,  whereby  the  earn- 
ings of  such  Ime  are  increased  and  its  operating  expenses 
reduced,  does  not  prevent  its  being  considered  as  a  separate 
and  independent  line  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
reasonableness  of  rates  thereon,  fixed  by  the  State;  full 
consideration  of  the  joint  operation  being  given  when  the 
road  is  credited  for  the  increased  business  and  reduced 


expenses 


7)    S 


» Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Brown,  123  Fed.  946. 

Where  traffic  originates  upon  a 
branch  line  the  main  line  should  ac- 
cept for  its  haul  from  the  junction 
point  something  less  than  it  receives 
upon  business  originating  at  the 
junction  point.  R.  R.  Com'rs  of  Fla. 
V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.  Ck).,  28 1.  C.  C.  366. 

The  fact  that  a  rate  is  made  ap- 
plicable to  certain  destinations,  irre- 
spective of  whether  most  of  them  are 
located  on  branch  lines,  does  not 
justify  an  unreasonable  rate  to  any  of 
the  destinations  involved,  but  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rate  is  to  be 
tested  as  a  whole.    League  of  South- 
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em  Idaho  Conmiercial  Clubs  v.  O.  S. 
L.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  562. 

'  Compare  State  ex  rel.  v.  Seaboard 
A.  L.  Ry.,  48  Fla.  129,  37  So.  314. 

Commission  rates  are  usually  the 
same  for  all  lines,  both  main  lines 
and  branches.  It  is  fair  that  the 
main  lines  should  in  a  degree  con- 
tribute to  the  support  of  the  branch 
line,  for  the  branch-line  business  when 
it  reaches  the  main  line  is  surplus 
traffic  from  which  there  is  a  larger 
profit.  Receivers  &  Shippers  Ass'n 
of  Cincinnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  440. 

The  contention  that  such  rates 
should  be  applied  as  would  be  rea- 
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§  376.  Rent  of  leased  portions. 

Where  a  bona  fide  lease  of  one  road  to  another  is  made, 
the  operating  road  is  entitled  to  include  the  rent  of  the 
leased  road  in  its  operating  expenses.  It  is  the  annual 
expense  of  providing  its  appliances  for  carrying  on  its  pub- 
lic business,  and  as  such  is  a  proper  annual  charge  against 
gross  income.  The  rent  must  be  agreed  upon  in  good 
faith;  otherwise  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the  owners 
of  a  railroad  to  increase  the  annual  charges,  by  successive 
leases,  to  such  an  extent  that  anj'^  rate  would  be  reason- 
able. But  granting  the  good  faith  of  the  lease  and  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rent,  it  is  a  proper  element  of  charge.* 
A  railroad  is  entitled  to  a  fair  return  upon  the  value  of 
the  property  devoted  by  it  to  the  public  use;  but  it  is  not 
entitled  to  have  that  property  paid  for  by  the  public,  and 
cannot  therefore  demand  unreasonably  high  rates  on  the 
groimd  that  one  of  the  railroads  leased  by  it  will  request 
permanent  improvements  before  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  the  money  for  which  must  come  from  the  income 
from  operation.^ 

§  377.  If  rental  becomes  unjustifiable. 

According  to  the  Minnesota  doctrine  by  which  the  re- 
production value  of  the  road  is  the  proper  basis  of  charge, 
the  operating  line  cannot  charge  to  annual  operating  ex- 
penses the  agreed  rental  of  a  leased  line,  even  though  it 
was  reasonable  at  the  time  the  lease  was  made,  if  it  is 
now  higher  than  is  justified  by  the  present  rate  of  income 
and  reproduction  value  of  the  leased  road.  "If  the  amoimt 
of  such  fixed  charges  exceed  the  amount  of  what  is  a 
reasonable  income  on  the  cost  of  reproducing  the  road,  the 
patrons  of  the  road  should  not  be  required  to  pay  the  ex- 

sonable  for  the  average  railroad  in  *  7S  Fed.  236. 

that  section  is  untenable  in  itself  *  Receivers  &  Shippers  Ass'n  of 

without  reference  to  the  system  as  a  Cincinnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 

whole.    Acme  Cement  Plaster  Com-  18  I.  C.  C.  440. 

pany  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C. 

105. 
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cess."  ^  On  the  other  hand,  if  this  theory  should  be 
followed,  it  would  seem  that  the  company  should  have 
the  commercial  profit  of  an  advantageous  lease.  And 
there  would  be  strong  ground  for  urging  that  the  com- 
pany should  have  the  profit  of  its  trade:  ^  that  is,  if  it  had 
a  lease  at  4  per  cent  on  the  value  of  the  property,  it  might 
claim  the  right  to  make  8  per  cent  on  that  value  as  a  bonus. 

*  Steenerson  v.  Gt.  Northern  Ry.         ^  Advance  in  Rates,  Eastern  Case, 
Co.,  69  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713.  20  I.  C.  C.  243. 
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CHAPTER  DC 

COST  OP  PABTICULAR  SERVICB 

i  380.  ProviaoDB  of  the  Act. 
381.  Various  theories  as  to  rate  making. 

Topic  A.  Cost  of  Service  as  the  Basis 

f  382.  Method  of  estimatmg  cost  of  service. 

383.  Distribution  of  the  burden. 

384.  Respect  paid  to  the  cost  basis. 

385.  CoBt  of  service  the  basic  test. 

386.  Costs  considered  in  comparative  reasonableness. 

387.  Limitation  upon  the  law  of  increasing  retiums. 

388.  Length  of  haul  as  a  factor  affecting  a  particular  rate. 
380.  Modification  of  the  principle  of  the  length  of  haul. 

390.  Volume  of  traffic  as  a  factor  affecting  the  rate. 

391.  Increased  volume  of  traffic  causing  increase  of  cost. 

Topic  B.  Method  of  DetermininQ  Partietdar  Costs 

I  392.  Proper  proportions  of  total  costs. 

393.  Apportionment  of  separable  costs. 

394.  Allocation  of  joint  costs. 

395.  Basis  of  the  <Ustribution. 

396.  Bans  of  the  proportion. 

397.  Average  rate  per  unit  of  service. 

398.  Recognition  of  the  ton-mile  cost  basis. 

399.  Ton-mile  cost  basis  not  oppressive. 

400.  Argument  for  permitting  disproportionate  rates. 

401.  Authorities  opposed  to  disproportion. 

Topic  C,  Factors  Modifying  Average  Cost 

I  402.  Cost  of  service  insufficient  in  itself. 
408.  Spedal  conditions  affecting  cost. 

404.  Amount  of  service  asked  as  a  factor. 

405.  Effect  of  low  average  haul. 

406.  Local  business  peculiarly  expensive. 

407.  Circumstances  of  particular  service. 

408.  Dividons  in  sparsely  populated  territory. 
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i  409.  Cost  of  handling  buaineaB. 

410.  Proportionate  rates  &Lwa,yB  legal. 

411.  Relative  reasonablenefls  of  rates. 

Topic  D.  Proper  Dittribution  rf  Costs 

412.  Law  of  decreasing  costs. 

413.  Cost  of  service  for  different  systems. 

414.  Cost  of  service  for  different  parts  of  the  same  system. 

415.  Cost  of  service  estimated  from  special  expenditures. 

416.  Distance  as  a  factor. 

417.  Amount  of  traffic  as  a  factor. 

418.  Costs  of  special  service. 

419.  Conditions  affecting  transportation  costs. 

420.  Current  theories  as  to  relative  rates. 

421.  Conclusion  as  to  proportionate  rate. 

§  380.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

The  requirements  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  rates  in 
section  1  of  the  original  act  are  in  general  terms,  as  has 
been  seen,  it  being  there  stated  simply  that  all  rates 
must  be  just  and  reasonable,  every  unjust  and  unreason- 
able charge  being  prohibited  and  declared  unlawful. 
The  idea  of  the  Act  plainly  is  that  there  are  standards 
already  existing  in  the  law  by  which  the  reasonableness 
of  a  rate  charged  may  be  determined.  Vague  though 
phrases  in  a  statute  may  apparently  be,  yet  they  may  well 
have  a  definite  meaning  in  the  law;  and  by  the  prevailing 
rule,  when  a  given  phrase  has  an  accepted  significance  at 
common  law,  it  should  be  taken  in  that  sense  in  interpret- 
ing legislative  enactments.  In  section  15,  in  giving  the 
Commission  power  to  fix  maximum  rates,  if  the  existing 
charges  are  found  imreasonable,  the  phrases  used  are 
somewhat  more  definite.  If  the  Commission  finds  any 
individual  or  joint  rates,  classifications,  regulations,  or 
practices  whatsoever  of  such  carrier  or  carriers  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  unjust  or  unreasonable  or 
imjustly  discriminatory,  or  imduly  preferential  or  prejudi- 
cial or  otherwise  in  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Act,  the  Commission  is  authorized  and  empowered  to 
determine  and  prescribe  what  will  be  the  just  and  reason- 
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able  individual  or  joint  rate  or  rates,  charge  or  charges, 
to  be  thereafter  observed  in  such  case  as  the  maximum  to 
be  charged,  and  what  individual  or  joint  classification, 
regulation,  or  practice  is  just,  fair,  and  reasonable,  to  be 
thereafter  followed,  and  to  make  an  order  that  the  carrier 
or  carriers  shall  cease  and  desist  from  such  violation  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  Commission  finds  the  same  to 
exist.  The  requirement  that  rates  must  not  only  be 
reasonable,  but  also  cannot  be  discriminatory  is  discussed 
at  large  in  Chapter  XIII. 

§  381.  Various  theories  as  to  rate  making. 

Various  theories  as  to  the  making  of  particular  rates  are 
still  in  vogue.  Indeed,  the  first  impression,  which  lasts 
after  much  reading  on  the  topic,  is  that  where  there  is  not 
confusion  upon  the  subject,  there  is  disagreement.  But  ap- 
parently the  more  lawyerlike  persons  would  base  all  particu- 
lar rates  upon  the  cost  of  the  service  to  the  company,  while 
the  more  businesslike  persons  would  make  the  universal  test 
the  value  of  the  service  to  the  patron.  Opportunists  would 
leave  the  making  of  rates  to  competition ;  patemalists  would 
attempt  to  equalize  the  advantage  of  customers  in  making 
rates.  But,  however  various  they  may  seem,  these  theories 
as  to  the  proper  basis  of  rate  making  align  themselves  into 
two  opposed  groups,  the  legal,  which  gives  chief  place  to  the 
cost  of  service,  and  the  economic,  which  makes  the  value 
of  the  service  the  basis.*  There  used  to  be  these  two 
schools  as  to  the  whole  schedule,  one  maintaining  that  the 
total  receipts  which  a  public  service  company  might  take 
was  limited  by  law,  the  other  one  asserting  that  the  cor- 
porations were  entitled  to  what  they  could  get  out  of  the 
public.  This  matter  of  the  whole  schedule  has  so  long 
been  settled  against  economic  freedom,  and  in  favor  of 

*The  carrier  is  entitled  to  ask  a  than    the    services    are    reasonably 

fair  return  upon  the  value  of  prop-  worth.    Morgan  Grain  Co.  v.  Atlan- 

erty  devoted  to  public  use;  the  public  tic  C.  L.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  400. 
is  entitled  to  demand  rates  higher 
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legal  restriction,  that  no  one  would  reopen  the  controversy 
with  any  hope  of  success.  But  still  at  the  present  time, 
with  all  conceding  that  the  gross  earnings  which  a  com- 
pany may  take  are  limited  by  law  in  any  given  case  to 
a  determinate  amount,  the  economic  school  still  persists 
in  saying  that  the  company  can  get  these  gross  receipts 
by  any  distribution  of  the  burden  that  it  finds  most  ad- 
vantageous.* 

Topic  A.     Cost  of  Service  as  the  Basis 

§  382.  Method  of  estimating  cost  of  service. 

In  the  preceding  chapters  the  total  amount  of  annual 
receipts  which  the  carrier  is  justified  in  taking  from  its 
whole  business  has  been  discussed.  These  were,  in  brief, 
all  annual  expenditures,  including  an  allowance  for  de- 
preciation requirements,  and  in  addition  the  fair  capital 
charges  for  the  year,  arrived  at  by  determining  what  would 
be  a  reasonable  return  upon  proper  capitaUzation.  *®  A 
railroad  must  get  this  total  from  its  passenger  traffic 
and  from  its  freight  traffic.  The  first  difficulty  is  to  de- 
cide what  proportion  should  be  contributed  by  the  pas- 
senger traffic  and  by  the  freight  traffic  respectively;  then 
the  same  difficulties  remain  in  apportioning  to  each  item 
of  traffic  a  fair  share  of  the  burden.  It  may  be  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  apportion  to  each  portion  of  the  traffic 
its  proportionate  share  of  the  fixed  charges  with  any 
degree  of  accuracy,  but  at  the  same  time,  there  are  cer- 
tain items  in  the  cost  of  performing  a  particular  service 


'  There  is  no  flexible  limit  of  judg- 
ment, if  all  rates  must  be  upon  a 
leyel  of  cost,  and  out  of  every  dollar 
paid  to  the  carrier  must  come  a  fixed 
amount  of  return  for  capital  invested. 
In  re  Advances  on  Coal  to  Lake 
Ports,  22 1.  C.  C.  eCH. 

^^The  cost  of  operation  is  an  ele- 
ment to  be  considered  in  determining 
the  reasonableness  of  a  rate.  In  re 
Advances  on  Live  Stock,  25  I.  C.  C. 
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63;  North  Fork  Cannel  Coal  Co.  v. 
A.  A.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  241;  Taylor 
V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  613; 
Multnomah  Lumber  &  Box  Co.  v.  S. 
P.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  123;  Union  Tan- 
ning Co.  V.  S.  Ry.,  25 1.  C.  C.  112. 

The  Commission  may  not  act  on 
general  impressions,  but  only  on 
proof.  Railroad  Commission  of 
Mont.  V.  No.  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
407. 
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which  should  never  be  left  out  of  account  by  a  railway 
management  in  making  its  rate  for  that  service.  Thus  an 
expert  railway  management  ought  to  be  able  to  estimate 
with  some  degree  of  accm^cy  the  particular  expenditures 
involved  in  moving  a  carload  from  one  point  to  another — 
wages,  coal,  oil  and  the  like.^^ 


§  383.  Distribution  of  the  burden. 

From  the  point  of  view  of  the  carrier,  as  has  been  seen, 
it  is  enough  if  the  schedule  as  a  whole  yield  a  fair  return 
by  way  of  profit.  To  the  individual  shipper,  however,  the 
effect  of  the  tariff  as  a  whole  is  quite  immaterial.  ^^  He  is 
interested  in  a  single  rate  only,  that  upon  the  goods 
which  he  is  shipping;  and  from  his  point  of  view  the  im- 
portant thing  is  that  such  goods  shall  pay  no  more  than 
a  reasonable  part  of  the  whole  necessary  return  to  the 
carrier."  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider  next  the 
rules  for  the  proper  distribution  of  the  whole  burden  of 
the  charge  upon  the  individual  articles  carried."  To  look 
at  the  problem  from  another  point  of  view,  the  entire 
schedule  of  rates  having  been  established,  so  that  the  pro- 
portion is  properly  fixed,  it  will  be  easy  to  test  the  validity 
of  the  rates.  The  amount  to  be  raised  by  the  entire 
schedule  of  rates  having  been  determined,  according  to 
the  principles  already  examined,  the  smn  of  all  the  par- 
ticular rates  must  equal  that  amount;  and  this  sum  is 


"  The  Commiflsion  often  goes  into 
an  analysis  of  the  cost  of  a  particular 
service.  See  for  instance:  Detroit 
Switching  Charges,  28  I.  C.  C.  494; 
Waverly  Oil  Works  v.  R.  P.  R.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  621;  R.  R.  Com'rs  of  Fla. 
V.  S.  Exp.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  634; 
National  Syrup  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 
Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  673. 

Cost  figures  must  be  more  than 
approximate.  YoungBtown  S.  &  T. 
Co.  V.  P.  &  L.  E.  Ry.,  29 1.  C.  C.  428. 

^'Shippers  are  entitled  to  rates 


which  are  both  relatively  and  in- 
herently reasonable.  Coke  Producers 
Ass'n  V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  125. 

^'  Rates  should  be  so  adjusted  as 
to  be  neither  too  high  nor  too  low 
relatively.  lAunber  Rates  from  S.  W. , 
29  I.  C.  C.  1. 

^^All  the  expense  going  into  the 
performing  of  transportation,  from 
whatever  angle  it  is  viewed,  should 
be  taken  into  account  in  passing 
upon  rates.  Standard  Mirror  Co.  v. 
Pa.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  200. 
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determined  by  adding  the  rates  received  on  account  of 
the  known  traffic  at  each  station.  ^^ 

■ 

§  884«  Respect  paid  to  the  cost  basis. 

The  Commission  appreciates  that  it  is  not  beyond  the 
range  of  possibility  to  approximate  the  cost  of  carrying 
freight,  as  distinguished  from  passengers,  over  a  certain 
division,  or  even  the  carrying  of  a  certain  kind  of  freight, 
when  this  constitutes  a  considerable  portion  of  the  whole 
traffic  over  such  division.  ^^  Distance  and  ton-mile  com- 
parisons, although  often  helpful  in  reaching  a  conclusion 
in  respect  to  the  reasonableness  of  rates,  could  not  be 
made  the  sole  test,  so  as  to  deny  consideration  to  many 
other  potent  and  controlling  forces.  ^^  The  prevailing  view 
seems  to  be  that,  while  they  are  a  factor  in  rate  making, 
per  ton-mile  results  are  not  necessarily  controlling.^^ 
Merely  because  the  per  car-mile  earnings  on  certain  traffic 
are  higher  than  the  average  on  all  business  does  not 
show  the  particular  rates  are  unreasonable.^*  The  Com- 
mission has  held  that  improvements,  which  required 
expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money,  and  have  added  to 
the  efficiency  of  the  service,  and,  therefore,  to  its  value 
to  the  commuters,  are  entitled  to  some  recognition  in  de- 
termining the  reasonableness  of  increased  commutation 
rates.  ^  Conversely,  if  a  carrier  does  not  think  it  proper 
to  make  improvements  that  will  reduce  cost  of  operation, 
it  cannot  claim  that  it  may  raise  rates,  because  cost  ap- 
proaches or  overtakes  revenue.**  The  question  of  costs 
is  never  ignored  in  passing  upon  rates;  and  a  slight  in- 
crease in  the  cost  of  operation,  therefore,  does  not  justify 

^*  If  this  expense  is  due  to  costly  ^  Kansas-Iowa    Brick    Rates,    28 

operation  of  inadequate  facilities  it  I.  C.  C.  286. 

will  not  be  allowed.     Switching  at  ^*  Ontario  Iron  Ore  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 

Baltimore,  30 1.  C.  C.  581.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  30 1.  C.  C.  566. 

^  In  re  Advances  on  Coal  to  Lske         ^  Commutation    Rate    Case,    21 

Ports,  22 1.  C.  C.  604.  I.  C.  C.  428. 

"  Muskogee    Traffic    Bureau    v.  «*  Louisville  &  N.  C.  &  C.  Rates, 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  169.  26  I.  C.  C.  20. 
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an  advance  of  25  per  cent  on  a  low  grade  commodity. ^- 
A  contention  of  carriers  that  increased  operation  costs 
necessitated  increased  rates  on  certain  commodities  is  not 
supported  by  any  logical  inference  that  it  is  the  rates  on 
the  commodity  in  question  which  should  be  advanced,  even 
if  the  increased  cost  of  operation  over  the  system  as  a  whole 
is  conceded.^' 

§  385.  Cost  of  service  the  basic  test. 

More  and  more,  the  Commission  has  been  laying  empha- 
sis upon  the  cost  of  the  service,  as  the  element  to  be  given 
precedence  in  the  determining  of  a  rate.  And  it  seems 
clear  that  there  must  finally  be  an  intimate  relation  be- 
tween the  actual  cost  of  transportation  and  the  rate 
paid  by  the  public.-^  Certainly,  the  adequacy  of  the 
revenue  for  the  service  performed  by  the  carriers  must 
take  precedence  over  market  conditions  in  determining 
the  reasonableness  of  a  rate.^*  In  every  phase  of  regula- 
tion, it  is  now  recognized  that  in  the  end  there  must  be  a 
relation  between  the  cost  of  service  and  charge  to  the 
public  for  that  service.  If  the  character  of  service  per- 
formed is  changed  by  public  mandate  so  as  to  increase 
expense  of  performing  the  service,  then  the  pubhc  must 
pay  for  its  performance;  it  is  therefore  in  the  pubhc  inter- 
est that  every  transportation  service  should  be  performed 
in  the  most  economical  method.^  Many  decisions  of  late 
years  have  been  devoted  to  discussion  of  what  cost  of 
service  implies."  For  it  is  now  understood  that  the  cost 
of  service  is  necessarily  to  be  considered  in  determining 
reasonableness  of  rate.^    It  is  an  element  in  the  situation 

»  Winters  MetaJlie  Paint  Co.  v.  »  Lindsay  Bros.  v.  P.  M.  R.,  25 

C,  M.  A  St.  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  I.  C.  C.  368. 

596.  »  Albree  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C. 

''Rates    on    Common    Brick    to  C.  303. 

Canada,  26 1.  C.  C.  129.  ^  Morgan  Grain  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L. 

"  In  re  Transportation  of  Wool,  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  460. 

Hides,    and    Belts,    23    I.    C.    C.  »Ohio  Face  Brick  Mfrs.  Asso.  v. 

151.  Adams  Express  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  582. 
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which  according  to  present  ideas  cannot  be  ignored.^  It 
is  typical  of  the  doctrines  now  current  that  the  proof  al- 
most mvariably  demanded  for  justifying  an  advance  in 
rates  is  a  showing  that  the  existing  rate  is  unremunera- 
tive.*"  Likewise,  m  deciding  complaints  based  upon  the 
unreasonableness  of  rates,  the  cost  of  service  is  considered 
in  determining  reasonableness  of  an  existing  rate.'' 

§  386.  Costs  considered  in  determining  comparative  rea- 
sonableness. 

Respective  cost  is  also  held  of  the  greatest  importance 
by  the  Commission  in  determining  the  comparative  rea- 
sonableness of  rates. '^  It  has  long  been  laid  down  that 
rates  over  the  same  lines,  between  the  same  points,  but 
under  differing  conditions,  must  be  made  with  some 
consideration  for  the  difference  in  the  cost  of  service." 
In  making  any  comparisons,  it  will  be  realized  in  particular 
cases  that  the  costs  of  operation  are  greater  or  less  than 
the  average.  Thus  it  has  been  said  that  the  cost  of 
operation  is  somewhat  more,  and  corresponding  rates  may 
properly  be  somewhat  higher,  in  the  territory  west  than  it 
is  east  of  the  Missouri  River. '^  And  because  of  the 
shortness  of  the  haul,  the  ton-mile  receipts  of  New  Eng- 
land railroads  not  improperly  average  higher  than  those 
in  any  other  section  of  this  coimtry,  where  traffic  condi- 
tions   are    otherwise    comparable    with    New    England.'^ 


**In  re  Advances  on  Cotton,  23 
I.  C.  C.  404. 

*°In  re  Advances  on  live  Stock, 
25  I.  C.  C.  63;  In  re  Advances  on 
Flaxseed,  25  I.  C.  C.  337;  In  re 
Advances  on  Hay,  25  I.  C.  C.  680; 
In  re  Classification  of  Empty  Bar- 
rels, 25  I.  C.  C.  641;  In  re  Advances 
on  Hops,  25 1.  C.  C.  16. 

'^  Baker  Commercial  Club  v.  O. 
W.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  281; 
Western  Classification  Case,  25  I.  C 
C.  442;  Speigle  v.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  25 
I.  C.  C.  71;  In  re  Classification  of 
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Empty  Barrels,  25  I.  C.  C.  641; 
Coke  Producers'  Ass'n  of  Connells- 
ville  V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C. 
125;  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New 
York  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  27 
I.  C.  C.  238. 

**  Capital  Electric  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 
C.  T.  R.  R.,  26 1.  C.  C.  472. 

»»  Kindel  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 
R.,  15 1.  C.  C.  555. 

"  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  162. 

**  The  New  England  Investigation, 
27 1.  C.  C.  560. 
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The  relative  lack  of  financial  prosperity  of  carriers  will  be 
considered  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  its  rates. ^^ 
The  adequacy  of  the  revenue  for  the  service  performed  by 
the  carriers  must  take  precedence  over  market  conditions 
in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a  particular  rate.'^ 
Wages,  price  of  materials  and  supplies,  greater  amoxmt 
hauled  by  trains,  and  density  of  traffic  on  a  weak  line  will 
be  considered.**  And  the  fact  that  the  general  level  of 
rates  is  probably  higher  in  sparsely  settled  than  in  a  more 
thickly  settled  territory  under  consideration.'^ 

§  387.  Limitation  upon  the  law  of  increasing  returns. 

That  the  law  of  increasmg  returns  cannot  be  carried  too 
far  in  rate  making  has  been  pointed  out  many  times  by 
those  who  deal  with  this  question  from  the  legal  stand- 
point. The  general  caution  with  which  this  principle  is 
admitted  may  be  seen  by  a  quotation  from  one  of  the 
earher  opinions  of  the  Commission:  ^  "Carriers  justify  this 
adjustment  of  rates  by  which  Ash  Fork  is  charged  two  and 
one-half  times  as  much  as  is  Los  Angeles,  although  the 
traffic  to  the  latter  point  passes  through  the  former,  by 
saying  that  water  competition  fixes  the  rate  at  Los  Angeles, 
and  that  although  the  rate  is  unreasonably  low  there  is 
some  profit  in  the  movement.  The  railroad  itself  must  be 
constructed  and  maintained,  with  its  station-houses  and  its 
operating  force.  These  general  expenses  must  be  incurred 
at  all  events.  Any  traffic  not  otherwise  coming  to  the 
road  which  pays  something  above  the  cost  of  moving, 
including  rent  of  engines  and  cars,  cost  of  fuel  and  labor, 
adds  to  the  gross  revenues  without  correspondingly  in- 
creasing operating  expenses.  The  Commission  does  not 
sanction  the  extent  to  which  this  principle  is  often  pressed 

»  Michigan  Copper  &  Braas  Ck).  City  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 

V.  D.  8.  S.  &  A.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  218. 

357.  **  American  National  Live  Stock 

»  Lindsay  Bros.  v.  P.  M.  R.  R.,  25  Ass'n  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  37. 

I.  C.  C.  368.  ^  Re  Proposed  Advances  in  Freight 

**  Commercial  Club  of  Salt  Lake  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 
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in  the  making  of  relative  rates;  certainly  it  does  not 
approve  the  relation  of  rates  established  in  the  example 
above  cited.  There  are  many  limitations  to  the  applica- 
tion of  the  principle.  Additional  traffic  in  reality  adds  to 
those  expenses  which  are  not  in  theory  affected.  It  costs 
more  to  maintain  the  track  and  keep  up  the  operating 
force  of  a  railroad  when  transacting  a  heavy  than  when 
doing  a  light  business.  The  general  expenses  are  higher. 
Increased  tonnage  speedily  finds  its  way  into  the  construc- 
tion account;  still  up  to  a  point  at  which  traffic  can  be 
handled  to  advantage  increase  in  tonnage  at  the  same 
rate  not  only  increases  gross  receipts  proportionately,  but 
increases  net  receipts  in  a  still  greater  proportion."  *^ 

§  388.  Length  of  haul  as  a  factor  affecting  a  particular  rate. 

The  first  and  most  obvious  fact  which  affects  the  rate  is 
the  length  of  carriage.  The  further  goods  are  carried,  the 
less,  generally  speaking,  the  charge  per  mile  will  be,  since 
certain  fixed  and  terminal  charges  must  be  paid  once  and 
only  once  no  matter  how  long  the  haul.  As  these  charges 
must  be  paid  out  of  the  rate,  it  is  clear  that  the  more 
miles  the  goods  are  carried  the  less  the  amount  of  the 
fixed  charges  which  must  be  added  to  the  rate  for  each 
mile.^*  "It  is  a  familiar  rule  in  the  transportation  of 
freight  by  railroads,  and  has  become  axiomatic,  that  while 
the  aggregate  charge  is  continually  increasing  the  further 
the  freight  is  carried,  yet  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is 
constantly  growing  less  all  the  time,  imless  there  be  excep- 
tional conditions  modifying  this  rule.  In  consequence  of 
the  existence  of  this  rule,  the  increase  of  the  aggregate 
charge  continues  to  be  less  in  proportion  every  hundred 
miles,  arising  out  of  the  character  and  nature  of  the 
services  performed  and  the  cost  of  the  service;  and  thus  it 

*^  It  IB  particularly  true  in  the  case  ties  so  desire.    In  re  Express  Rates, 

of  the  express  business  that  under  28 1.  C.  C.  132. 

percentage  contracts,   expenses  can  ^*Farrar  v.  East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G. 

be   made   to   increase   faster    than  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  764,  1  Int. 

revenue  whenever  contracting  par-  Com.  487. 
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is  that  staple  commodities  and  merchandise  are  enabled 
to  bear  the  charges  of  transportation  from  and  to  the  most 
distant  portions  of  our  country.''  ^^ 

• 

§  389.  Modificatioii  of  the  principle  cf  the  length  of  haul. 

The  length  of  the  haul  is,  however,  only  one  factor  in  the 
problem;  and  its  effect  may  be  modified  or  entirely  neu- 
traUzed  by  other  considerations.  The  natural  check,  so  to 
speak,  on  the  operation  of  length  of  haul  is  the  difficult 
character  of  the  country  through  which  the  longer  haul  is 
carried  on,  making  operation  more  expensive,  and  thus 
neutrahze  the  advantage  derived  from  the  longer  haul. 
For  this  or  some  similar  reason,  the  rule  that  the  rate  per 
ton-mile  diminishes  in  proportion  to  the  length  of  the  haul 
must  continually  be  modified  by  other  circumstances  of 
various  sorts.**  "The  rule  that  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile 
must  be  less  for  the  greater  distance  is  one  of  the  tests 
by  which  the  rates  can  be  carefully  scanned  in  them- 
selves. It  is,  however,  like  looking  at  them  with  a  micro- 
scope. It  ignores  all  other  tests  except  that  which  it  alone 
furnishes.  It  ignores  all  surroimding  circumstances  and 
conditions  and  every  factor  of  every  kind  and  description 
that  enters  into  the  making  of  the  rate,  no  matter  how 
compulsory  or  imperious  that  factor  may  be.  It  serves  in 
itself  a  valuable  purpose,  not  only  as  a  close  test  of  what  a 
rate  really  is,  but  also  as  a  basis  in  the  cases  to  which  it 
can  be  made  to  justly  apply  as  a  rule;  but  to  determine  the 
reasonableness  and  justness  of  a  rate,  all  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  and  the  factors  which  enter 


**  Length  of  haul  is  plainly  an 
important  factor  in  establishing  par- 
ticular rates;  in  the  following  cita- 
tions this  point  is  emphasized: 
New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch.  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  R.,  1  Int. 
Com.  764;  Business  Men's  Assoc,  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
48,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  73;  Trammell  v. 
Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  4  Int.  Com.  120,  5 


Int.  Com.  324;  Cordele  Machine 
Shop  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  6 
Int.  Com.  361;  Hilton  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Wihnington  &  W.  R.  R.,  9  Int. 
Com.  17. 

^^The  quotation  which  follows  is 
from  Bragg,  Com.  in  Business 
Men's  Assoc,  v.  Chicago,  S.  P.,  M.  & 
O.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  41,  47, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  52. 
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into  the  making  of  the  rate,  if  there  are  any  that  are 
compulsory  or  imperious^  must  be  considered  as  well  as 
the  rights  of  the  shipper."  *^ 

§  390.  Volume  of  traffic  as  a  factor  affecting  the  rate. 

As  the  volume  of  traffic  increases,  the  particular  rate 
tends  to  diminish.  All  fixed  charges,  and  other  expenses 
(like  station  expenses,  salaries,  and  even  to  a  certain 
extent  wages,  which  are  the  same  whether  much  or  Uttle 
freight  is  carried),  must  be  paid  largely  out  of  the  freight 
rates,  and  the  greater  the  traffic,  the  less  each  separate 
article  must  bear.  It  is  a  general  principle,  therefore,  that 
a  large  volume  of  traffic  tends  to  lower  the  particular 
rate.  This  fact  is  the  basis  of  a  theory,  sometimes  held, 
which  may  be  described  as  the  law  of  increasing  returns. 
Traffic  to  a  certain  amount  is  necessary,  at  a  given  rate,  to 
pay  fixed  charges  and  operating  expenses;  when  that 
amount  of  traffic  is  obtained,  further  shipments  will  net  a 
profit  even  if  they  pay  a  low  rate.^*  It  is,  therefore,  in- 
ferred that  fairness  permits  a  higher  charge  upon  the 
goods  which  must  be  carried,  and  a  lower  charge  to  attract 
additional  traffic,  which  might  not  otherwise  be  obtained. 
This  theory,  however,  if  pressed  to  its  logical  result,  will 
result  in  unfairness.  Neither  the  cost  to  the  carrier,  nor 
the  value  to  the  shipper,  is  affected  by  such  considera- 
tions. The  unfairness  is  obvious  of  any  rule  which  would 
result  in  an  arbitrary  difference  of  charge  to  two  persons 
requiring  identical  service;  it  would  not  satisfy  the  shipper, 
who  had  first  offered  goods  for  shipment  to  be  told  that  his 
competitor,  who  had  offered  goods  afterwards,  was  given 
a  lower  rate,  because  the  law  of  diminishing  costs  justified 
the  making  of  a  lower  rate  to  the  second  comer.  ^^ 

^  All  factors  affecting  a  particular  rate    making    is    mentioned    often- 

rate  must  be  taken  into  account,  times;  see  National  Hay  Ass'n  v. 

not  merely  the  length  of  the  haul.  Lake  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  9  Int.  Com.  264. 

Re  Advances  on  Cattle  and  Sheep,  ^Amount  hauled  by  trains  and 

231.  C.  C.  7.  density  of  traffic  is  generally  con- 

^  Volume  of   traffic   as   affecting  sidered  as  affecting  the  cost  of  opera- 
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§  391.  Increased  volume  of  traffic  causing  increase  of  cost 

In  one  case  the  curious  position  was  taken  that  rates 
must  be  raised  because  the  increase  in  traffic  required  a 
large  amount  of  new  construction.  In  reply  to  this  posi- 
tion the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  said:^*  "It 
appeared  from  the  testimony  that  offerings  of  traffic  are 
at  present  extremely  large;  that  all  lines  are  taxed  to  their 
utmost  capacity,  and  that  some  have  found  it  absolutely 
impossible  to  handle  the  amount  presented.  This  is  re- 
quiring enormous  outlay  in  the  providing  of  additional 
track  facilities  and  the  furnishing  of  additional  equipment; 
and  it  is  said  that  rates  ought  to  be  increased  in  view  of 
this  large  increase  in  traffic,  and  the  incident  expenditures 
required.  The  idea  that  increased  traffic  should  raise 
rates  is  certainly  a  reversion  of  previous  notions  upon  that 
subject.  The  first  class  rate  from  Chicago  to  New  York 
is  75  cents  per  himdred  pounds,  and  the  distance  is  one 
thousand  miles.  The  corresponding  rate  from  Chicago 
to  the  Missouri  River,  one-half  the  distance,  is  80  cents. 
Rates  generally  in  western  territory  are  higher  than  those 
in  trunk  line  territory,  and  it  has  commonly  been  under- 
stood that  this  was  due  to  the  greater  density  of  traffic 
in  the  latter  section.  Without  doubt  this  increased  demand 
upon  railways  is  requiring  the  expenditure  of  large  amounts, 
but  there  is  nothing  in  this  which  would  justify  an  ad- 
vance of  rates  so  long  as  that  expenditure  will  add  propor- 
tionately to  the  earning  capacity  of  the  properties."  *• 

Topic  B.    Method  of  Determining  Particular  Costs 

§  392.  Proper  proportion  of  total  costs. 

In  the  preceding  chapters  the  total  amount  of  gross 
receipts  which  a  public  service  company  is  justified  in 
taking  from  its  whole  business  has  been  discussed.    These 

tion.      Commercial    Club    of    Salt  Rates,   9   I.   C.   C.   Rep.   38,   427. 

Lake  City  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  •  See    also    Advance    in    Rates, 

I.  C.  C.  218.  Eastern  &  Western  Cases,  20 1.  C.  C. 

«  Re  Proposed  Advances  in  Freight  243,  304. 
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were  in  brief  all  annual  expenditures,  including  an  allow- 
ance for  upkeep,  and  in  addition  the  fair  capital  charges 
for  the  year,  arrived  at  by  determining  what  would  be  in 
the  particular  case  a  reasonable  return  upon  proper  capi- 
talization.^ As  an  abstract  matter  the  fairest  way  to  all 
concerned  to  determine  the  price  for  any  particular  service 
would  seem  to  be  to  apportion  ratably  the  total  disburse- 
ments of  every  sort  to  the  various  items  of  business,  and 
so  to  arrive  at  proportionate  rates."  Theoretically,  cer- 
tainly any  other  method  is  less  just  to  all  concerned.  In 
determining  thus  what  is  a  reasonable  rate  for  a  service 
to  be  rendered,  it  is  not  proper  to  take  the  road  as  existing 
and  as  maintained^  with  its  track  and  terminal  equipments, 
salaries  and  all  other  expenses,  and  to  regard  as  the  total 
cost  of  any  particular  service  merely  the  increased  expense 
necessary  to  add  to  its  business  the  service  in  question. 
Truly,  the  cost  of  each  service  ought  to  include  its  fair 
share  of  the  interest  on  investment  and  of  the  general 
expense;  and  it  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider  what 
rules  there  may  be  devised  for  proper  apportionment.^* 

§  393.  Apportionment  of  separable  costs. 

Even  in  a  compUcated  business,  such  as  railway  trans- 
portation, it  ought  to  be  possible  to  determine  the  peculiar 
cost  of  a  particular  service  with  some  degree  of  accuracy. 
The  first  diflSculty  that  presents  itself  is  that  the  ordinary 
railroad  is  engaged  in  at  least  two  different  businesses,  the 
transportation  of  freight  and  the  transportation  of  pas- 


"In  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Philadelphia  County,  220  Pa.  St. 
100,  68  AU.  676,  15  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
108,  it  was  held  that  passenger  rates 
could  not  be  so  reduced  as  to  prevent 
the  railroad  company  from  earning  a 
fair  profit  upon  that  branch  of  its 
business. 

*'  Comparisons  of  ton-mile  rev- 
enues arc  frequently  resorted  to  by 
the  Commission.     Marian  Coal  Co. 
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V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C. 
140. 

« In  Gulf,  C.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Railroad  Commission  (Tex.),  116 
S.  W.  795,  the  court  held  a  railroad 
could  charge  for  transporting  hini* 
ber  not  merely  the  separable  costs  of 
such  transportation,  but  also  its 
proper  proportion  of  the  fixed  charges 
of  the  railroad. 
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sengers,  with  their  costs  intermingled.^*  Now,  many  of  the 
particular  costs  of  moving  traffic  can  be  separated — the 
wages  paid  the  train  crews  of  freight  trains  from  those 
paid  to  the  train  crews  of  passenger  trainS;  and  the  fuel 
burned  by  freight  locomotives  from  that  burned  by  pas- 
senger locomotives,  to  take  two  important  items.  More- 
over, to  a  certain  extent  the  entire  expense  of  transporta- 
tion may  thus  be  judged  from  the  sums  expended  in 
operation."  When  the  average  amount  expended  in  moving 
typical  quantities  of  a  given  commodity  is  known,  a  stand- 
ard is  established  by  which  it  may  be  seen  whether  there 
is  not  a  full  return  to  the  railroad  of  the  entire  cost  attribu- 
table to  the  transportation  of  these  goods.  It  would  be  wrong 
upon  any  theory  to  ignore  the  cost  of  service,  in  so  far  as  it 
may  thus  be  estimated;  for  to  serve  some  shippers  for  less 
than  the  special  costs  of  serving  them  would  be  plainly  unfair 
to  other  shippers,  who  would  almost  inevitably  be  called 
upon  to  make  up  the  deficiency.  ^^ 

§  394.  Allocation  of  joint  costs. 

When  the  separable  costs  of  operation  have  thus  been 
distributed  to  the  different  kinds  of  services  rendered, 
it  wiD  be  found  that  from  forty  to  sixty  per  cent  of  the  total 


**  Ton  per  mile  earnings  alone  are 
not  an  absolutely  correct  test  of 
reaaonablenefls;  a  combination  of 
both  ton-mile  and  car  earnings  is  a 
more  correct  test  than  either  of  those 
factors  alone.  Bahrenburg  Bro.  & 
Co.  V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.  CJo.,  24  I.  C.  C. 
560. 

»*In  Chicago,  St.  P.,  Mo.  &  O. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Becker,  36  Fed.  883,  a 
rate  for  switching  cars  fixed  by  a 
commission  was  enjoined,  the  com- 
plainant's testimony  showing  that 
the  actual  cost  of  the  service,  viz., 
wages  of  employees,  rent  of  engines, 
and  keeping  the  track  in  repair, 
exceeded  per  car  by  fourteen  cents 

22 


the  one  dollar  allowed  in  the  schedule 
as  compensation. 

Train  mile  earnings  given  as  u 
basis  of  determining  reasonableness 
in  Standard  Mirror  Co.  v.  Pa.  Ry., 
27  I.  C.  C.  200. 

*^  No  complaint  can  be  made  of  a 
charge  for  a  particular  service  which 
not  only  covers  the  full  cost  of  the 
particular  service  asked,  but  also 
yields  a  fair  profit  above  that  cost. 
Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  H.  & 
G.  Co.,  214  U.  S.  297,  63  L.  ed.  1004, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  678. 

Car  mile  eamin^B  given  as  a 
basis  of  determining  reasonableness 
in  Advances  on  Hops,  25  I.  C.  C.  16. 
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expenditures  for  which  the  company  should  be  recouped 
have  been  thus  accounted  for,  the  percentage  depending 
upon  the  kind  of  business  in  general  and  the  accounting 
of  the  company  in  particular."  This  determination  of 
half  of  the  average  cost  for  particular  services  with  suffi- 
cient accuracy  gives  to  the  further  computation  greater 
reliability,  as  it  greatly  diminishes  the  percentage  of  error 
in  the  total,  due  to  the  comparative  inacciu'acy  of  the 
other  half.  This  other  half  consists  of  the  part  allocated 
to  the  particular  business  in  question  of  the  joint  costs  of 
operation,  which  consist  principally  of  the  general  expenses 
and  capital  charges.  Even  here  some  distribution  can  be 
made.^^  In  so  far  as  the  freight  management  and  passen- 
ger management  are  divided  between  different  officials, 
their  salaries  may  be  separately  apportioned;  and,  as  to  a 
large  extent  freight  equipment,  and,  to  a  smaller  extent 
freight  terminals,  are  divided,  their  capital  charges  may 
be  divided.  There  remains,  however,  a  very  considerable 
total  of  joint  costs  inextricably  combined,  the  salaries  of 
the  executive  officers  and  the  capital  charges  upon  roadbed, 
for  example.  At  this  point,  we  are  for  the  first  time  really 
driven  to  computation  upon  an  artificial  basis  to  arrive 
at  some  distribution;  and  obviously  this  is  to  be  arrived 
at  by  striking  some  proportion.^  Some  students  of  this 
subject  are  content  to  rest  this  upon  respective  utiliza- 
tion, dividing  these  joint  costs  in  the  proportion  (say) 
of  freight  ton-mileage  to  passenger  mileage.  But  this 
proportion  seems  to  throw  too  great  a  burden  upon  the 
passenger  service,  the  receipts  from  the  passenger  train 
being  so  much  less  than  those  from  the  freight  train.    Other 

'^  Pennsylyania    R.    R.    Co.    v.  State  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.,  48  Fla. 

Philadelphia  Co.,  220  Pa.  St.  100,  68  114, 37  So.  657. 

Atl.  676,  15  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  108.  "  On  this  point  see  Re  Advances 

See    further.   Tucker    v.    Missouri  on  Coal  to  Lake  Ports,  22  I.  C.  C. 

Pacific  R.  R.,  82  Kans.  222,  108  Pac.  604. 

89.  Train  mile  earnings  as  the  basis  of 

*'  Coal  &  Coke  Ry.  Co.  v.  Conley,  the  comparison.    Duluth  Log  Rates, 

67  W.  Va.  129,  67  S.  E.  613.   See  also  29LC.C.420. 
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persons  maintain  that  the  volume  of  business  done  should 
determine  the  proportion,  dividing  these  joint  costs  (say) 
in  the  proportion  of  freight  receipts  to  passenger  receipts. 
But  this  proportion,  in  turn,  seems  to  throw  too  great  a 
burden  upon  the  freight  traffic,  the  passenger  obviously 
receiving  more  service  than  its  proportion  of  the  total 
receipts.^ 


§  3S6.  Basis  of  the  distributioii. 

In  a  late  case^  these  principles  are  thus  discussed  by 
Judge  Hook.  ''From  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  there- 
fore, some  rule  must  be  adopted  for  charging  to  each  of 
them  their  fair  and  equitable  proportion  of  the  common 
expense.  Of  necessity  it  must  proceed  upon  average  con- 
ditions commonly  known  or  shown  to  exist,  and  it  argues 
nothing  to  say  that  it  does  not  fully  apply  to  this  or  that 
exceptional  instance.  A  general  rule  based  on  experienced 
observation  is  fair,  and  what  is  lost  by  its  application  in 
one  place  is  doubtless  gained  in  another,  and  an  equitable 
equilibrium  maintained.  Of  those  suggested  the  revenue 
basis  appears  to  be  much  more  uniform  in  its  adaptability 
and  much  less  subject  to  substantial  objection.  It  has 
been  frequently  employed.  It  is  the  one  to  which  the  mind 
naturally  turns  in  every  problem  involving  the  charging 
of  common  expense  to  diflferent  departments  of  a  business. 
When  a  general  or  common  expense  cannot  be  located 
what  is  more  obviously  reasonable  than  to  say  in  the  first 
place  the  different  branches  or  departments  shall  bear 
it  according  to  the  value  of  their  products  of  their  gross 
earnings,  and  then  make  due  allowance  for  exceptional 
conditions  if  any  are  perceived?  That  seems  at  the  start 
to  satisfy  the  mind  intent  on  equity.  It  is  a  working  basis 
for  the  distribution  of  all  expense  incident  to  railroad 

••  Rate  per  ton  per  mile  to  be  con-  rates:  See  Trier  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O. 

stdered  as  relative  test  in  rate  mak-  Ry.,  30 1.  C.  C.  352. 

ing.    National  Hay  Asso.  v.  M.  C.  **  Missouri,  K,  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  34.  Love,  177  Fed.  493. 

What    are    reasonable    passenger 
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business  among  its  revenue  yielding  operations  of  every 
character."  '^ 

§  396.  Basis  of  the  proportion. 

With  due  deference  to  those  who  have  been  worried 
in  choosing  between  these  two  bases  of  casting  propor- 
tions— the  revenue  basis  and  the  operating  basis  each  of 
which  it  is  admitted  has  its  error — the  writer  would  suggest 
that  by  a  compoimd  proportion,  utiUzing  both  proportions, 
the  respective  errors  in  the  single  proportions  would  be 
largely  offset,  and  an  entirely  defensible  result  would  be 
reached.**  One  significant  comparison  to  ascertain  whether 
relative  injustice  is  being  done  one  traffic  as  against  an- 
other, is  through  the  earnings  per  car.*^  But,  where  the 
commodity  moves  in  trainloads,  the  earnings  per  train- 
mile  furnish  the  best  criterion.®*  And  in  general  it  may 
be  said  that  neither  train  mileage  nor  car  earnings  is  suffi- 
cient in  itself;  a  combination  of  both  ton-mile  and  car 
earnings  is  more  apt  to  show  reasonableness  than  either  of 
those  factors  alone.*^  Whatever  factors,  or  combination 
of  factors,  are  employed  in  determining  what  should  be 
the  proper  average  rate  per  ton  per  mile  for  the  traffic  in 
question,  it  is  obvious  that  the  carriers  are  entitled  to  a 
higher  revenue  per  ton  per  mile  than  this  rate  on  a  haul 
which  is  shorter  than  the  average.**  And  in  arriving  at  the 
average  cost  for  a  given  commodity  for  a  given  transit 
the  fairest  basis  will  be  that  taking  into  accoimt  all  factors 
in  traffic  movement.*^ 


"Citing  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169 
U.  S.  466,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418,  42  L.  ed. 
819;  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Tompkins,  176  U.  S.  167,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  336,  44  L.  ed.  417;  Northern 
Pacific  V.  Keyes,  91  Fed.  47;  In  re 
Arkansas  R.  R.  Rates,  163  Fed.  141; 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Hadley, 
168  Fed.  317. 

"Marion  Coal  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  140. 

•*0«ark  Fruit  Growers*  Ass'n  v. 
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St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
106;  see  also  Merchants'  &  Manu- 
facturers' Ass'n  V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R., 
22  I.  C.  C.  R.  467. 

•*  Traffic  Bureau  of  Nashville  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  28 1.  C.  C.  533. 

«*  Wisconsin  Steel  Co.  v.  P.  & 
Li.  C  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  152. 

«•  Wharton  Steel  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  25 1.  C.  C.  303. 

«7  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  C,  M.  dt 
St.  P,  Ry.,  17 1.  C.  C.  359. 
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§  397.  Average  rate  per  unit  of  service. 

In  dealing  with  a  multiplicity  of  rates  for  particular 
services,  the  computations  described  in  this  topic  are  next 
carried  to  the  determination  of  the  average  cost  per  unit 
of  service,  which  may  be  used  thereafter  as  a  standard 
for  testing  the  charge  for  any  particular  service.**  Of 
any  given  company  it  may  be  said  that  it  is  entitled  to 
take  as  gross  receipts  from  its  whole  business  a  certain 
sum,  determined  by  adding  together  its  operating  expenses, 
including  therewith  all  proper  maintenance  charges,  and 
its  fixed  charges,  that  is,  a  fair  return  upon  a  reasonable 
capitalization.  This  total  amount  divided  by  the  total 
service  gives  the  average  cost  per  unit.  In  testing  freight 
rates,  the  standard  to  be  determined  is  the  ton-mile  cost. 
If  the  siun  of  the  whole  amount  of  freight  carried  be  one 
hundred  million  ton-miles,  and  the  gross  revenue  required 
from  freight  be  one  million  dollars,  the  average  rate  of 
freight  will  be  one  cent  per  ton-mile.  If  there  were  no 
other  factors  in  the  problem,  therefore,  a  fair  proportion- 
ate rate  would  be  the  ton-mile  average  charge.  Because, 
however,  of  other  factors,  which  cause  a  diflFerence  be- 
tween commodities  with  respect  to  the  fair  charge  for 
carrying  them,  a  uniform  ton-mile  rate  applied  to  all 
cases  would  not  result  in  reasonable  rates.** 

§  398.  Recognition  of  the  ton-mile  cost  basis. 

Although  generally  abhorrent  to  economists,  the  ton- 
mile  cost  basis  is  well  recognized  by  judges  to-day  as  the 
first  test  to  be  employed  in  determining  the  reasonable- 
ness of  particular  rates.    In  a  recent  case  ^®  in  the  United 

"  Coet  figures  are  of  great  value.  National  Lumber  Exporters'  Afls'n  v. 

Pittaburgh  Vdn  Opwators  of  Ohio  v.  St.  L.,  I.   M.  A  8.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 

P.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  280.  215. 

There  is  no  exact  standard  by  An  increase  made  solely  for  pur- 

which  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate  pose  of  obtaining  more  revenue  is 

can  be  measured.     National  Wool  held  by  the  Commission  not  to  bo 

Growers'  Ass'n  v.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  justified.    Collingwood  Brick  Co.  v. 

25 1.  C.  C.  675.  P.  M.  R.  R.,  26 1.  C.  C.  572. 

••  Ton-mile  cost  as  measure  of  rate.  '*  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Florida, 
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States  Supreme  Court,  where  the  issue  was  whether  a 
certain  rate  upon  phosphate  fixed  by  a  commission  was 
fair  to  the  raihroad  aflfected,  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  speaking 
for  the  court  said:  ''And  here  we  face  the  situation:  The 
order  of  the  conunission  was  not  operative  upon  all  local 
rates  but  only  fixed  the  rates  on  a  single  article,  to  wit, 
phosphate.  There  is  no  evidence  of  the  amount  of  phos- 
phates carried  locally;  neither  is  it  shown  how  much  a 
change  in  the  rate  of  carrying  them  will  affect  the  in- 
come, nor  how  much  the  rate  fixed  by  railroads  for  carry- 
ing phosphates  has  been  changed  by  the  order  of  the  com- 
mission. There  is  testimony  tending  to  show  the  ff6s8 
income  from  all  local  freights  and  the  value  of  the  rail- 
road property,  and  also  certain  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
transporting  phosphates  owing  to  the  lack  of  facilities 
at  the  terminals.  But  there  is  nothing  from  which  we 
can  determine  the  cost  of  such  transportation.  We  are 
aware  of  the  difficulty  which  attends  proof  of  the  cost 
of  transporting  a  single  article,  and  in  order  to  determine 
the  reasonableness  of  a  rate  prescribed  it  may  be  some- 
times necessary  to  accept  as  a  basis  the  average  rate  of  all 
transportation  per  ton  per  mile.  We  shall  not  attempt 
to  indicate  to  what  extent  or  in  what  cases  the  inquiry 
must  be  special  and  limited.  It  is  enough  for  the  present 
to  hold  that  there  is  in  the  record  nothing  from  which 
a  reasonable  deduction  can  be  made  as  to  the  cost  of 
transportation,  the  amount  of  phosphates  transported,  or 
the  effect  which  the  rate  established  by  the  commission 
will  have  upon  the  income.  Under  these  circumstances 
it  is  impossible  to  hold  that  there  was  error  in  the  con- 
clusions reached  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Florida,  and  its  judgment  is  affirmed."  ^^ 

203  U.  S.  256,  51  L.  ed.  174,  27  Sup.  even  if  all  this  may  have  been  done 

Ct.  108.  convincingly:   before   the   operating 

'^  See  also  Wood  v.  Vandalia  R.  R.,  ratios  and  ton-mile  costs  established 

231  U.  S.  1,  34  Sup.  Ct.  7,  holding  from  this  proof  can  be  available,  it 

that  it  is  not  enough  to  set  forth  the  must  be  shown  that  the  particular 

capital  values  and  the  net  earnings,  traffic     under     consideration     costs 
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§  399.  Ton-mile  cost  basis  not  oppressive. 

At  all  events  it  may  be  said  that  govemmental  regula- 
tion based  upon  the  ton-mile  basis  is  not  oppressive.  This 
is  shown  sufficiently  in  another  case  ^^  involving  a  similar 
issue  decided  by  the  same  Justice  on  the  same  day.  "With 
reference  to  the  second  of  these  cases  the  order  made  by 
the  railroad  commission  is  said  by  the  plaintiff  in  error 
to  be  an  'irregular,  unjust  and  unreliable  method  of  rate 
fixing/  and  this  upon  the  theory  that  the  order  makes 
the  rate  per  mile  the  same  for  any  distance,  whether  one 
iQjle  or  a  hundred  miles.  It  appears  that  16.43  per  cent 
of  all  the  local  freight  business  of  the  company  in  Florida 
comes  from  the  carrying  of  phosphates,  and  reference  is 
made  to  several  cases  in  which  the  courts  have  noticed 
the  fact  that  the  cost  of  moving  local  freight  is  greater 
than  that  of  moving  through  freight,  and  the  reasons  for 
the  difference.  But  evidently  counsel  misinterprets  the 
order  of  the  railroad  commission.  It  does  not  fix  the  rate 
at  one  cent  per  ton  per  mile.  It  simply  provided  that  it  shall 
not  exceed  one  cent  per  ton  per  mile,  prescribes  a  maxi- 
mum which  may  be  reduced  by  the  railroad  company, 
and  if  distance  demands  a  reduction  the  company  may  and 
doubtless  will  make  it.  In  addition  it  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  raiboad  commis- 
sion acted  with  full  knowledge  of  the  situation;  that  phos- 
phates were  in  Florida  possibly  carried  a  long  distance, 
the  place  of  mining  being  far  from  the  place  of  actual  use 
or  preparation  for  use.  Further,  when  we  turn  to  the 
report  of  the  railroad  company  (which  of  course  is  evi- 
dence against  it)  we  find  that  the  company's  average 
freight  receipt  per  ton  per  mile  in  the  State  of  Florida 
was  8iW  mills;  so  that  the  rate  authorized  for  phosphates 
was  nearly  two  mills  per  ton  larger  than  such  average. 
Under  these  circumstances  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  there 

more  or  less  than  the  average,  as  the      Florida,  203  U.  S.  261,  51  L.  ed. 
case  may  be.  175, 27  Sup.  Ct.  109. 

^'Seaboard  Air  Line  Ry.  Co.  v. 
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was  error  in  the  conclusions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State,  and  its  judgments  s^  affirmed."  ^' 


§  400.  Argument  for  permitting  disproportionate  rates. 

So  far  as  there  is  as  yet  actual  law  upon  this  problem 
of  the  revision  of  particular  rates,  the  outcome  still  hangs 
in  the  balance  where  it  is  not  unlikely  it  will  long  remain. 
It  must  be  conceded  that  at  first  sight  the  weight  of 
authority  would  seem  to  be  against  one  who  is  claiming 
that  the  particular  rates  in  a  schedule  should  not  be  un- 
reasonably disproportionate.  But  upon  examination  this 
weight  of  authority  will  be  found  only  for  a  limited  propo- 
sition. It  is  true  that  by  what  is  still  the  weight  of  au- 
thority the  imposition  of  a  rate  by  legislation,  which  fixes 
so  disproportionately  low  a  rate  for  a  particular  service 
as  to  make  that  service  admittedly  unprofitable  will 
nevertheless  not  be  held  to  be  unconstitutional,  if  from  its 
total  receipts  the  company  in  question  will  get  a  fair 
return  on  its  proper  capital  above  operating  expenses  and 
reasonable  charges.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  still  holds  to  the  doctrine  first  clearly  announced 
in  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Railroad  Company  v.  Minne- 
sota^* where  Mr.  Justice  Brown  in  justifying  an  order  of 
the  State  commission  so  reducing  the  rate  on  coal  that  its 


^'  See  also  Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  v. 
Tucker,  230  U.  S.  340,  57  L.  ed.  1507, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  985,  holding  that  a  rail- 
road can  insist  upon  having  a  fair 
return  for  services  rendered,  and  that 
to  compel  it  to  serve  for  rates  which 
are  unremiuerative  is  virtually  con- 
fiscation. 

»*  186  U.  S.  257,  46  L.  ed.  1161,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  901.  The  court  had  al- 
ready committed  itself  to  this  doc- 
trine in  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R..  R. 
Co.  V.  GUI,  156  U.  S.  649,  39  L.  ed. 
567,  16  Sup.  Ct.  484;  see  further  to 
the  same  effect:  Interstate  Con- 
solidated St.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Massachu- 
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setts,  207  U.  S.  79,  52  L.  ed.  Ill,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  26;  Willoox  v.  Consolidated 
Gas  Co.,  212  U.  S.  19,  53  L.  ed.  382, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  192;  Southern  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  McNeill,  155  Fed.  766;  Cen- 
tral of  Ga.  Ry.  Co.  v.  McLendon, 
157  Fed.  974;  In  re  Arkansas  R.  R. 
Rates,  168  Fed.  720.  But  see  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Smith,  173 
U.  S.  684,  43  L.  ed.  858,  19  Sup.  a. 
565. 

See  also  Southern  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Atlanta  Stove  Works,  128  Ga.  207, 
57  S.  E.  429;  State  ex  rel.  v.  Northern 
Pacific  Ry.  Co.  (N.  D.),  120  N.  W. 
869,25L.R.A.  (N.S.)lOOl. 
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transportation  would  be  at  a  loss  said:  ''Notwithstanding 
the  evidence  of  the  defendant  that  if  the  rates  upon  all 
merchandise  were  fixed  at  the  amount  imposed  by  the 
conunission  upon  coal  in  carload  lots,  the  road  would 
not  pay  its  operating  expenses,  it  may  well  be  that  the 
existing  rates  upon  other  merchandise-,  which  are  not  dis- 
turbed by  the  commission,  may  be  sufficient  to  earn  a 
la]^e*profit  to  the  company,  though  it  may  earn  little  or 
nothing  upon  coal  in  carload  lots."  ^^ 


§  401.  Authorities  opposed  to  disproportion. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  there  has  been  vigor- 
ous protest  of  late  years  against  this  proposition,  even 
as  it  has  been  limited.  In  this  connection  the  recent  case 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  v.  Philadelphia 
County^*  deserves  full  consideration  as  the  latest  expres- 
sion of  the  modem  tendency  to  look  into  the  different 
departments  of  the  business  in  their  relation  to  one  an- 
other. In  that  case  there  was  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain 
the  enforcement  of  the  Pennsylvania  statute  imposing  a 
two-cent  passenger  rate.  It  was  urged  in  defense  of  the 
legislation  that,  although  it  might  leave  no  profit  to  the 
railroad  in  question  upon  its  passenger  traffic,  the  gross 
receipts  of  that  railroad  would,  notwithstanding  this,  be 
sufficient  to  pay  a  fair  profit  upon  its  whole  capital.    But 


^*Note  also  the  language  of  the 
Cominiasion  in  at  least  these  two 
cases:  It  is  a  well-established  and 
generally  recognized  rule  that  if 
additional  business  can  be  taken  on 
at  rates  which  will  contribute  little  in 
addition  to  actual  out-of-pocket 
expense,  the  carrier  wiU  be  advan- 
taged to  that  extent  and  all  its 
patrons  will  be  benefited  to  the  ex- 
tent to  which  such  traffic  contributed 
to  the  net  revenue.  Boileau  v.  P. 
&  L.  E.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  129. 
A  violation  of  section  3  cannot  be 
predicated  upon  a  difference  in  rates 


on  non-competing  articles,  unless  the 
rate  on  the  favored  article  is  so  low  as 
to  be  unremunerative  and  fail  to 
cany  its  share  of  the  burden  of 
producing  revenue.  Bartlesville  Sal- 
vage Co.  V.  M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co., 
25 1.  C.  C.  672. 

™  220  Pa.  St.  100,  68  Atl.  676,  16 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  108.  See  further  to 
the  same  effect:  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Raibt)ad  Commisdon  (Tex.), 
116  S.  W.  795;  Coal  &  Coke  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Conley,  82  W.  Va.  129,  67  S.  E. 
613. 
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the  Pennsylvania  Supreme  Court  held  the  legislation  un- 
constitutional upon  this  showing,  Chief  Justice  Mitchell 
saying:  "True  business  principles  require  that  the  pas- 
senger and  freight  traffic  not  only  may,  but  should  be 
separately  considered.  The  inteUigent  business  of  the 
world  is  done  in  that  way.  Every  merchant  and  manu- 
facturer examines  and  ascertains  the  unprofitable  branches 
of  his  business  with  a  view  to  reducing  or  cutting  them 
oflF  entirely,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  a  railroad  or  other 
corporation  should  not  be  permitted  to  do  the  same  thing 
as  long  as  its  substantial  corporate  duties  imder  its  fran- 
chise are  performed.  While  the  public  has  certain  rights 
which  in  the  case  of  conflict  must  prevail,  yet  it  must  not 
be  forgotten  that  even  so-called  public  service  corporations 
are  private  property  organized  and  conducted  for  private 
corporate  profit.  And  unless  necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of 
their  corporate  duties  they  should  not  be  required  to  do 
any  part  of  their  business  in  an  unbusinesslike  way  with 
a  resulting  loss.  If  part  is  unprofitable  it  is  neither  good 
business  nor  justice  to  make  it  more  so  because  the  loss  can 
be  offset  by  the  profit  on  the  rest.  To  concede  that  princi- 
ple would,  as  the  court  below  indicated,  permit  the  legislature 
to  compel  the  carriage  of  passengers  practically  for  nothing 
though  the  inexorable  result  would  be  that  freight  must  pay 
inequitable  rates  that  passenger  travel  may  be  cheap."  ^ 

Topic  C.     Factors  Modifying  Average  Cost 

§  402.  Cost  of  service  insufficient  in  itself. 
To  be  entirely  fair,  the  cost  of  service  is  not  always  the 

^  Note  also  the  following  rulings  of 
the  Commission:  Where  proposed 
rates  will  yield  less  than  the  average 
cost  of  operation  per  ton  per  mile 
on  all  traffic,  advances  held  to  be 
justified.  Rates  on  Sand  to  Houston, 
Tex.,  26  I.  C.  C.  677.  Carriers  may 
not  haul  a  particular  class  of  trafRc  or 
traffic  for  a  particular  community  at 
less  than  the  cost  of  the  service  and 
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recoup  themselves  from  the  charges 
levied  against  other  traffic.  In  re 
Rates  for  Single  Packages,  22 1.  C.  C. 
328.  Large  revenue  from  other 
traffic  is  no  reason  for  reducing  the 
rate  on  pulpwood.  Curry  &  W.  Co. 
V.  D.  I.  &  R.  Ry.,  30  I.  C.  C.  1. 
Rates  must  not  be  too  high  or  too  low 
relatively .  Lumber  Rates  from  S.  W., 
29  L  C.  C.  1. 
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decisive  factor  in  determining  a  railroad  rate,  even  if  it 
could  in  all  cases  be  fairly  approximated.  The  ton-mile 
average  cost  in  railroad  transportation  will  always  be 
found  to  be  much  modified  by  other  factors  in  actual 
application.™  For,  in  the  first  place,  it  must  always  be 
impossible  to  arrive  at  the  exact  cost  of  a  particular  car- 
riage. No  goods,  as  a  practical  matter,  are  carried  by 
themselves  under  such  circumstances  that  an  exact  com- 
putation can  be  made  of  the  cost  of  carriage.  In  the 
second  place,  even  if  such  a  computation  were  possible, 
it  would  not  necessarily  be  fair  to  make  a  shipper  pay  the 
exact  cost  of  carriage  of  each  shipment.^®  To  do  so  would 
make  the  freight  vary  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
each  journey;  no  man  could  know  what  he  must  pay  for 
any  particular  shipment,  and  for  similar  carriages  of  the 
same  article  two  shippers  would  pay  very  different  charges. 
Practical  convenience  requires  that  the  charge  shall  be 
uniform  for  a  certain  article  carried  over  a  certam  route, 
although  the  exact  cost  of  carriage  may  at  one  time  be 
very  much  greater  than  at  another.^  The  exact  cost  of 
carriage,  therefore,  or  such  approximation  to  it  as  may  be 
possible,  can  never  be  used  as  the  sole  factor  in  a  par- 
ticular rate.  But  while  the  cost  of  carriage  cannot  be 
used  by  itself  to  determine  a  particular  rate,  neither  should 
it  ever  be  neglected.  Considered  along  with  other  factors, 
it  must  have  a  strong  influence  in  raising  or  lowering  the 
particular  rate.^* 


''  Severe  operating  conditions 
caused  by  grades  and  curves  are  to 
be  considered  in  determining  the 
reasonableness  of  a  rate.  Con- 
solidated Fuel  Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  213;  Arlington 
Hdghts  Fruit  Exchange  v.  S.  P.  Co., 
24  I.  C.  C.  671. 

^  The  severity  of  operating  condi- 
tions, caused  by  grades  and  curves, 
considered  in  determining  the  rea- 
sonableness of  a  rate.    See  Taylor  v. 


N.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  613; 
North  Fork  Cannel  Coal  Co.  v. 
A.  A,  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  241;  Multno- 
mah Lumber  &  Box  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 
25  I.  C.  C.  123;  Union  Tanning  Co. 
V.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  26 1.  C.  C.  112. 

^  Cost  of  service  is  but  one  of  the 
elements  to  be  considered  in  deter- 
mining the  reasonableness  of  a  rate. 
Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  96. 

"^  Cost  is  an  important  element  in 
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§  403.  Special  conditiQiis  affecting  cost 

There  may  be  special  circumstances  coimected  with  a 
particular  transaction  which  increase  or  decrease  the  cost 
of  service;  and  the  effect  of  such  circumstances  on  the 
rate  must  be  considered.  For  instance,  the  expense  of 
constructing  a  mountain  branch  may  be  very  much 
greater  than  that  of  building  the  main  line;  or  tlie  popula- 
tion served  by  the  company  may  in  places  be  so  sparse 
as  to  make  the  cost  of  operation  very  great  in  proportion 
to  the  service  demanded.  All  these  circumstances  may 
properly  affect  the  rate  chaiged  in  those  portions  of  the 
territory  served  by  the  company;  yet  it  appears  imjust 
to  place  the  whole  burden  upon  such  territory,  thus  ac- 
centuate its  poverty,  and  place  another  handicap  upon 
it  in  the  effort  to  become  prosperous.  There  are  many 
things  besides  the  mere  mileage  run  which  must  be  considered 
in  fixing  the  rates.  A  imiform  mileage  rate  imposed  upon  all 
railroads  would  be  in  reality  imequal  and  unjust.  As 
Mr.  Justice  Morse  said  in  Wellman  v.  Chicago  &  Grand 
Trunk  Railway:*^  "If  no  classification  can  be  made,  and 
the  maximiun  rate  must  be  fixed  the  same  for  all,  then  the 
law  is  admitted  to  operate  unequally  and  unjustly,  be- 
cause some  companies  are  to  less  expense  than  others  in 
the  same  length  of  road  by  reason  of  the  nature  of  the 
country  through  which  they  run;  some  have  costly  termi- 
nal facilities,  and  some  have  not;  some  owe  large  amounts, 
and  some  do  not;  and  some  do  a  large  amount  of  business, 
and  some  do  not.''  *' 

§  404.  Amount  of  service  asked  as  a  factor. 

As  the  amount  of  service  asked  at  a  particular  time  in- 
creases, the  cost  thereof  tends  in  normal  cases  to  fall  be- 

determimng  reasonableness  of  freight         **  Natural  operating  obstacles  mod- 
rates,  but  is  not  controlling.    Louis-  ify  ton-mile  averages.     Grand  Junc- 
ville  A  N.  C.  &  C.  Rates,  26  I.  C.  C.  tion  M.  &  F.  Co.  v.  C.  &  M.  Ry.,  16 
20.  I.  C.  C.  452. 
"83  Mich.  692,  47  N.  W.  489. 
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low  the  average.®*  This  is  a  familiar  rule  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  freight  by  railroads;  and  it  has  become  axiomatic 
that  while  the  aggregate  charge  is  continually  increasing 
the  further  the  freight  is  carried,  yet  the  rate  per  ton  per 
mile  is  constantly  growing  less  all  the  time.  In  conse- 
quence of  the  existence  of  this  rule  the  increase  of  the 
aggregate  charge  continues  to  be  less  in  proportion  every 
hundred  miles  after  the  first,  arising  out  of  the  char- 
acter and  nature  of  the  service  performed  and  the  cost 
of  service;  and  thus  it  is  that  staple  commodities  and  mer- 
chandise are  enabled  to  bear  the  charges  of  transporta- 
tion from  and  to  the  most  distant  portions  of  the  coun- 
try.*^ The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that  the  cost  of  railway 
transportation  is  made  up  of  the  expense  of  the  two  ter- 
minals and  the  intermediate  haul,  and  the  terminal  ex- 
penses are  the  same  whether  the  haul  be  long  or  short. 
A  few  miles,  or  even  a  considerable  number  of  miles,  of 
additional  haul  may  in  some  instances  of  long  distance 
transportation  be  practically  of  very  little  importance, 
and  the  aggregate  rate,  therefore,  may  be  very  little  af- 
fected by  the  additional  mileage. 

§  406.  Effect  of  low  average  haul. 

A  high  average  ton-mile  revenue  of  a  railroad  may  be 
due  to  short  hauls,  and  the  net  earnings  of  such  a  system 
may  be  most  unsatisfactory.  It  has  been  repeatedly  shown 
that  traffic  low  in  ton-mile  earnings  may,  because  of  its 


"^A  dissimilarity  in  the  density 
of  traffic  and  of  other  conditions 
renders  unfair  a  comparison  of  rates 
from  central  freight  association  terri- 
tory to  western  trunk  line  territory 
wiUi  rates  from  St.  Louis  to  Texas. 
Even  &  Howard  Fire  Brick  Ck).  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  25 1.  C.  C.  141. 

Minimum  revenue  per  car  in  this 
territory  compared  with  rates  in 
other  territories.  Furniture  Rates 
in  the  Northwest,  26  L  C.  C.  655. 

**  All  rules,  regulations  and  charges 


affecting  ultimate  cost  of  transpor- 
tation must  be  made  with  a  reason- 
able regard  for  nature  of  commodity 
transported.  Sunderland  Bros.  Ck). 
V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C. 
259. 

Noted  that  cement  carried  is 
2.06  per  cent  of  the  entire  traffic, 
whereas  charges  thereon  amount 
to  only  1.53  per  cent  of  total  revenue. 
Little  Rock  Chamber  of  Ck)mmerce 
V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
341. 
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farther  carriage  and  greater  density,  be  the  most  re- 
munerative.®* An  accm'ate  presentation  of  per  ton-mile 
yield  to  be  significant  must  include  a  statement  which  will 
show  the  actual  hauls  and  the  average  length  of  the 
hauls.*^  The  principle  that  carriers  are  entitled  to  a 
somewhat  higher  revenue  per  ton  per  nule  on  short  than 
on  long  hauls,  is  generally  conceded.^  Relative  differences 
in  rates  based  upon  distance  should  increase  as  the  dis- 
tance to  points  of  destination  increases.^  A  decrease  in 
the  mileage  divisor  makes  the  cost  per  ton  for  a  short  haul 
relatively  greater  than  for  a  long  haul.*®  Distance  is 
always  a  factor  in  determining  reasonableness  of  rate,  but 
distance  alone  is  not  controlling.*^  Under  prevailing  local 
rates,  and  the  expenses  incident  to  short-haul  business, 
short-haul  traffic  brings  in  but  small  revenue.**  The 
fundamental  principle  is  that  the  ton  per  nule  revenue^ 
decreases  as  distance  increases.**  Plainly  therefore  the 
length  of  haul  should  not  multiply  the  charge.**  The 
average  haul  is,  therefore,  given  its  due  weight  when  put 
in  evidence.*^  But  per  car  earnings,  with  distance  con- 
sidered, are  much  more  reliable  than  ton-mile  statistics.*® 
But  it  is  well  established  that  rates  are  not  made  with 
respect  to  distance  alone.*^  Differences  in  cost  of  service 
to  the  carrier,  value  of  service  to  the  shipper  and  ques- 
tions of  competition  in  the  selling  market  should  be  taken 
into  consideration.** 


"Traffic  Bureau  of  Nashville  v. 
L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  533. 

^  Lumber  Rates  Texas,  etc.,  to 
Oklahoma  and  Missouri,  28  I.  C.  C. 
471. 

"  Wharton  Steel  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  303. 

"Sheridan  Ch.  of  Com.  v.  C,  B. 
&  Q.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  638. 

»  Taylor  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  25  I.  C. 
C.  613. 

w  Corporation  Commission  of  N. 
C.  V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
303. 
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^  Mayor  &  Council  of  Douglas  y. 
A.  B.  &  A.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  446. 

®*  Anadrako  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  A., 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  43. 

'^Switching  Charges  at  Sheffield, 
Minn.,  26  I.  C.  C.  475. 

w  Pittsburg  Steel  Co.  v.  L.  S.  & 
M.  S.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  173. 

*  Memphis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  507. 

•'^Traffic  Bureau  of  Nashville  v. 
L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  533. 

^  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Co. 
V.  So.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  286. 
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§  406.  Local  business  pectiliarly  expensive. 

Sometimes  the  cost  of  a  particular  service  is  peculiarly 
expensive.  Thus  local  shipments  are  more  expensive  to 
handle  in  proportion  to  the  mileage  than  long  distance 
shipments,  and  a  greater  proportionate  charge  is  there- 
fore justified.  "The  operating  expenses  of  a  railroad 
consist  of  two  principal  items:  (1)  cost  of  maintenance 
of  plant;  (2)  cost  of  conducting  transportation.  The 
former  item  is  constant,  and  can  justly  be  divided  between 
the  different  kinds  of  traffic  in  proportion  to  their  volume. 
As  to  the  second  item,  however,  such  a  division  cannot 
properly  be  made;  for  it  is  agreed,  by  all  who  have  had 
occasion  to  consider  the  subject,  railroad  commissioners 
as  well  as  railroad  officials,  that  the  cost  of  conducting 
transportation  is,  relative  to  income,  much  higher  for 
local  business  than  for  the  general  business  of  a  road. 
The  causes  of  this  added  cost  are  chiefly  three:  (1)  the 
shortness  of  the  haul;  (2)  the  lightness  of  the  train  loads; 
(3)  expense  of  billing  and  handling  the  traffic."  ^  But  be- 
cause a  greater  charge  may  be  made  on  local  than  on 
through  business,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  all  the 
charge  of  maintaining  a  station  can  be  laid  upon  the  busi- 
ness done  at  that  station.  If,  for  instance,  a  small  amount 
of  business  is  done  at  a  station  the  rates  cannot  be  made 
much  greater  at  that  station  than  at  a  neighboring  way 
station,  where  three  or  four  times  as  much  business  is 
done.  Some  particular  losses  are  inseparable  from  the 
conduct  of  a  general  public  service.^ 


"Northern  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Keyes,  91  Fed.  47.  See  also  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Tompkins, 
176  U.  S.  167,  44  L.  ed.  417,  20  Sup. 
Ct.336. 

Under  prevailing  local  rates  and 
the  expenses  incident  to  short-haul 
business  brings  in  but  small  revenue. 
Mayor  &  Council  of  Douglas  v.  A. 
B.  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  0.  446. 

*  In  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  v. 


Love,  177  Fed.  493,  the  court  con- 
sidered elaborately  the  greats  cost 
of  local  business  in  comparison  with 
through  business.  See  also  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Hadley,  168  Fed. 
317. 

Conditions  being  materially  dif- 
ferent, rates  to  main-line  points 
cannot  be  made  the  standard  of 
reasonableness  of  rates  to  branch- 
line    points.      Board    of    Trade    of 
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§  407.  Circtimstances  of  particular  service. 

The  view  of  the  Commission  seems  to  be  that  the  rate 
per  ton-mile  rule  brings  rates  down  to  the  narrowest  point 
of  scrutiny,  and  for  that  purpose  is  valuable;  but  it  ex- 
cludes consideration  of  other  circumstances  and  conditions 
which  enter  into  the  making  of  rates,  no  matter  how 
compulsory  or  imperious  they  may  be,  and  it  cannot, 
therefore,  be  accepted  as  controlling  in  determining  the 
reasonableness  of  rates.  ^  As  the  Commission  has  pointed 
out,  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate  must  of  necessity  depend 
upon  the  conditions  surrounding  the  traffic  at  the  time  it 
moves.  The  length  of  the  haul,  the  competition  to  be  met, 
the  cost  of  the  service,  the  value  of  the  service,  the  density 
or  volume  of  the  tonnage,  as  well  as  the  general  transpor- 
tation conditions  then  existing  are  factors  that  have  a 
more  or  less  definite  relation  to  the  rate  that  a  carrier  may 
reasonably  demand  for  a  transportation  service.  And 
these  factors,  except  possibly  the  length  of  the  haul,  the 
grades,  and  other  transportation  conditions  are  in  their 
nature  neither  permanent  nor  fixed;  but  necessarily  change 
with  the  general  economic  panorama.  No  presumption  of 
law,  therefore,  can  arise  against  an  advanced  rate  simply 
because  a  lower  rate  previously  existed.^ 

§  408.  Divisions  in  sparsely  populated  territory. 

It  is  clear  that  where  a  division  of  a  railroad  runs 
through  a  sparsely  populated  country,  so  that  the  amoimt 


Winston-Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.  Ck)., 
26  I.  C.  C.  146. 

>  Cedar  Hill  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
C.  &  S.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  387. 

Transportation  Conditions 
found  to  be  materially  different 
upon  the  Winston-Salem  divi^on 
than  those  prevailing  between  main- 
line points  or  between  points  on  the 
system  where  main-line  conditions 
control.  Board  of  Trade  of  Winston- 
Salem  V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.,  26 1.  C.  C. 
146. 
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*  Memphis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  I. 
C.  R.  R.  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  313. 

Terminal  Faciutibs,  when  ex- 
tensive and  costly,  are  entitled  to 
weight  in  oonaderation  of  reasonable- 
ness of  rate;  and  where  commodity 
is  of  high  weight  and  bulk  such  fa- 
cilities broadly  distributed  are  of 
value  to  the  consignees  in  that 
amount  of  cartage  is  not  nearly  so 
great  as  if  deliveries  were  confined 
to  one  or  two  points.  Maritime 
Exchange  v.  P.  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  81. 
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of  business  done  upon  it  is  comparatively  small,  and  the 
net  earnings  are  therefore  much  below  the  average  of  the 
whole  road,  the  charges  may  be  greater  than  the  charges  on 
the  other  parts  of  the  road.  As  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  said 
in  the  Nebraska  Maximum  Freight  Rates  Case:  ^  ''It  may 
be  true,  as  testified  by  some  of  the  witnesses,  that  the 
existing  local  rates  in  Nebraska  are  forty  per  cent  higher 
than  similar  rates  in  the  State  of  Iowa.  But  it  is  also  true 
that  the  mileage  earnings  in  Iowa  are  greater  than  in 
Nebradot.  In  Iowa  there  are  230  people  to  each  mile  of 
railroad,  while  in  Nebraska  there  are  but  190;  and,  as  a 
general  rule,  the  more  people  there  are  the  more  business 
there  is.  Hence,  a  mere  difference  between  the  rates  in 
two  States  is  of  comparatively  little  significance."  This 
same  line  of  argument  was  pithily  put  by  Mr.  Justice 
Canty  in  Steenerson  v.  Great  Northern  Railway,^  when  he 
asked,  "Why  should  the  people  of  Minnesota  and  Eastern 
Dakota  be  made  to  pay  an  income  on  this  idle  railroad 
property  further  west?" 

§  409.  Cost  of  handling  business. 

Costs  do  not  determine  rates;  yet  cost  is  generally  an 
important  element  in  arriving  at  a  judgment  with  respect 
to  a  rate.  What  weight  shall  be  given  to  that  element, 
as  compared  with  all  the  other  elements  entering  into  a 
particular  rate,  is  a  matter  to  be  decided  in  each  individual 
case.*  The  Commission  will  not  compel  the  establishment 
of  rates  solely  according  to  mileage;  the  pubUc  benefits, 
the  greater  volume  of  business  of  carriers  warranting  lower 
rates  to  all,  the  force  of  competition  and  many  other  potent 

*  64  Fed.  165,  188.  Local  Rates  are  to  be  made  with 
Bbancb  Lnncs:  Higher  rates  may     respect  to  difficulties  of  each  por- 

be  made  to  points  on  a  branch  line,  tion  of  the  road.     Traffic  Bureau 

with    proper    limitations,    than    to  of    Merchants'    Exchange    of    San 

main-line  points.    Idaho  Commercial  Francisco  v.  8.  P.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C. 

Clubs  V.  O.  8.  L.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  259. 

562.  <  Boileau  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  R.  R.,  22 

•  69  Minn.  353,  72  N.  W.  713.  I.  C.  C.  640. 

23  [353] 


§410]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

considerations  may  far  outweigh  a  claim  of  right  founded 
only  on  geographic  location.^  Ton-mile  statistics,  reflect- 
ing as  they  do  neither  car  loading,  train  tonnage,  nor  car 
or  train  mileage,  are  far  from  being  infallible  guides  in 
fixing  freight  rates.^  A  road  is  built  and  operated  as  a 
whole  and  local  rates  are  not  to  be  made  with  reference  to 
difficulties  of  each  particular  portion.*^  The  drift  toward 
the  doctrine  that  rates  should  be  proportioned  according 
to  differences  truly  existing  in  the  cost  of  rendering  the 
service,  is  altogether  in  accordance  with  the  tendency  of 
the  modem  law  of  public  service  against  all  discriminatory 
practices.  Indeed,  any  method  of  fixing  rates  which  re- 
sults in  disproportionate  treatment  to  different  customers 
asking  somewhat  different  services  would  seem  to  be 
against  that  fundamental  principle  of  equality  which  of 
late  years  has  been  held  to  be  violated  by  discriminatory 
treatment  of  different  patrons  asking  substantially  similar 
services. 

§  410.  Proportionate  rates  always  legal. 

The  rate  maker  may  always,  with  the  approbation  of 
the  law,  work  out  a  schedule  of  rates  in  which  the  respec- 
tive rates  are  based  upon  their  proportional  cost  of  the 
whole  service  rendered.  Not  only  would  all  courts  undoubt- 
edly agree  that  legislation  forbidding  disproportionality  in 
rates  is  constitutional,*®  but  it  is  doubtless  law  that  a 
public  service  company  may  so  arrange  its  schedule  as 
to  make  each  rate  }deld  a  reasonable  profit  for  each  service 
above  the  fair  cost,  without  any  question  as  to  the  legality 
of  such  a  course."  It  is,  therefore,  well  within  limits  to 
say,  in  summarizing  what  has  gone  before,  that  although 

^  Fort  Dodge  Commercial  Club  v.  "  Seaboard  Air  Line  Ry.  Co.  v. 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  572.  Florida,  203  U.  S.  261,  51  L.  ed. 

•  Traffic  Bureau  of  Nashville  v.  175,  27  Sup.  Ct.  109,  and  cases  cited. 

L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  533.  "Pennsylvania    R.    R.    Co.    v. 

•Traffic    Bureau    of    Merchants'  Philadelphia   County,    220   Pa.   St. 

Exchange  of  San   Francisco   v.   S.  100,  68  Atl.  676,  15  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 

P.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  259.  108,  and  cases  cited. 
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the  rate  making  party  is  as  yet  by  the  weight  of  authority 
not  held  to  act  illegally  in  imposing  a  schedule  where  the 
particular  rates  are  out  of  proportion/^  it  is  unanimously 
agreed  that,  if  the  poUcy  of  proportional  distribution  of 
the  real  costs  is  adopted  by  the  rate  making  body,  no  ob- 
jection can  be  made  on  any  grounds  whatsoever.**  The 
suggestion  is  sometimes  made  that  a  distinction  is  to  be 
drawn  between  keeping  the  different  classes  of  charges 
proportionate  and  making  the  particular  rates  proportion- 
ate. Except  for  the  inherent  difficulties  of  pursuing  the 
inquiry  further,  the  writer  perceives  no  difference  in  prin- 
ciple between  the  two ;  and  he  has  no  reason  to  believe  that 
the  distinction  has  foimdation  in  law. 

§  411.  Relative  reasonableness  of  rates. 

The  cases  which  come  to  the  Supreme  Court  if  complaint 
is  made  of  illegal  action  by  State  commissions  arise  under 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  are  therefore  devoted 
to  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  commission  action. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  questions  which  come  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  where  the  power  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  to  act  has  been  attacked  have  usually  been 
questions  involving  the  statutory  limitations  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Act.  These  obviously  are  different  prob- 
lems; and,  as  will  appear  later,  what  is  not  confiscation  of 
the  property  of  a  company,  under  the  guaranties  of  the 
Constitution,  may  be  a  course  which,  by  fair  interpreta- 
tion of  statutory  authority  under  the  Act,  it  would  not  be 
reasonable  to  require.  Such  a  case  is  Minneapolis  &  St. 
Louis  Railway  v.  Minnesota,  ^^  where  as  has  already  been 
seen  it  was  held  that  a  State  might  without  violating  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  reduce  rates  on  a  particular  com- 
modity below  what  was  profitable,  so  long  as  the  rates  as 

"  Willcox  et  al.  v.  Consolidated  "  Interstate  Com.  Comm.  v.  West- 
Gas  Co.,  212  U.  S.   19,  53  L.  ed.  era  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  88  Fed.  186,  and 
382,   29   Sup.    Ct.    192,    and   cases  cases  cited. 
cited.  "  186  U.  S.  257,  22  Sup.  Ct.  901. 
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a  whole  still  produced  a  return  which  was  adequate.  The 
power  of  the  Commission  to  alter  rates  depends  altogether 
upon  the  fact  of  their  unreasonableness,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  to  that  effect  the  Commission  has  no 
authority."  All  this  may  not  have  been  so  plain  in  regard 
to  this  amendment  at  the  outset  as  it  has  become  sub- 
sequently in  the  light  of  the  decisions  interpreting  it.  But 
by  the  time  that  the  case  of  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  Stickney  '®  was  decided  it  had  become  clear 
enough  that  a  carrier  under  section  15  of  the  Act  as  amended 
was  entitled  to  a  finding  by  the  Commission  that  the  par- 
ticular charge  complained  of  was  unreasonable  before 
a  change  could  be  required.*^  Moreover,  as  that  case  held, 
a  charge  for  a  service  which  did  not  give  the  carrier  more 
than  a  fair  profit  for  performing  it,  was  not  unreasonable. 
For  the  Commission  to  attempt  to  fix  a  new  rate  at  the 
out  of  pocket  cost  in  place  of  the  existing  rate  which  in- 
cluded a  profit  upon  the  service  performed,  was  therefore 
altogether  beyond  the  statutory  limitations  upon  the  power 
of  the  Commission.  Probably,  however,  this  would  not 
be  an  invasion  of  constitutional  rights,  since  the  profits 
of  the  company  taken  as  a  whole  apparently  remained 
sufiSicient. 

Topic  D.    Proper  DiatribiUion  of  Costs 

§  412.  Law  of  decreasing  costs. 

It  has  been  pointed  out,  however,  in  all  discussions  of  the 
railroad  problem  by  economists  that  the  fixed  expenses, 
which  constitute  so  considerable  a  proportion  of  the  dis- 
bursements by  a  railroad,  are  to  a  very  large  extent  inde- 
pendent of  the  amount  of  its  traflSc  carried.  Therefore, 
additional  business  will  always  be  done  at  a  decreasing 
relative  cost.    The  net  mcome  rises  as  the  busmess  expands, 

^*  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-  i«215  U.  S.  98,  30  Sup.  Ct.  66. 
sion  V.  Union  Pacific  R.  R.,  212  "Southern  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
U.  S.  541, 32  Sup.  Ct.  108.  state    Commerce    Commiasion,    210 

U.  S.  433,  31  Sup.  Ct.  288. 

[356] 


Cost  of  Particular  Service  [  §  413 

and  the  law  of  increasing  returns  is  again  demonstrated. 
This  may  be  shown  in  the  simple  formula  of  W.  M.  Ac- 
worth,  the  leading  English  authority  on  railway  economics.  ** 
"Expenses  increase  as  traflSc  increases,  but  by  no  means 
in  direct  proportion.  Certain  expenses — for  instance  main- 
tenance of  works — ^hardly  increase  at  all;  others — ^for  in- 
stance, terminal  handling  of  goods  at  big  stations,  where 
the  staff  can  be  normally  kept  fully  employed — ^increase 
almost  as  fast  as  the  traffic.  The  bulk  of  the  expense  is 
intermediate  between  these  two  extremes.  On  the  whole, 
a  common  and  probably  roughly  accurate  estimate  is  to 
say  that  half  the  total  expenses  is  fixed;  half  varies  with  the 
traffic.  That  is  to  say,  if  it  costs  x  to  deal  with  1,000,000 
units  of  traffic,  6,000,000  units  will  cost  not  5a;,  but  \x+ 
(ia:x6)=3x.  Therefore  the  heavier  the  traffic  the  lower 
(profits  remaining  equal)  need  be  the  rate.'*  This  is  no  more 
than  a  statement  of  a  commonly  accepted  theory,  that 
unit  cost  decreases  with  increase  in  the  units  produced.  *• 

§  413.  Cost  of  service  for  different  systems. 

It  must  be  obvious  from  all  that  has  been  said,  that  cost 
of  service  is  a  relative  matter,  different  for  different  rail- 
road systems.  Upon  some  systems  there  will  be  grades, 
upon  others  none.  Some  are  great  systems  with  all  the 
economies  of  large  businesses,  while  others  may  conduct 
small  systems  through  sparsely  settled  territory.  To 
quote  a  specific  instance  from  an  opinion  of  the  Commis- 
sion: ^  "Tested  by  these  rules,  a  rate  may  be  a  very  rea- 
sonable and  just  rate  on  one  railroad  and  not  reasonable 
and  just  on  another.  For  example,  a  rate  that  would  be 
reasonable  and  just  on  the  New  York  Central  &  Hudson 
River  Railroad  may  be  so  low  that  it  would  force  the  Min- 
neapolis &  St.  Louis  Railway  into  bankruptcy  in  less  than 

^*  Elements  of  Railway  Economics,  Gottron  Bros.  Co.  v.  G.  &  W.  R.  R. 
p.  60.  Co.,  28 1.  C.  C.  38. 

"  Ton  per  mile  rates  and  revenues  "  New  Orleans  Cotton  Exchange 

should   decrease   as  haul   increases,      v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 

Rep.  777,  3 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  634. 
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thirty  days;  and  a  rate  that  might  be  reasonable  and  just 
on  the  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Railway  might  be  so  high 
that  if  attempted  to  be  enforced  on  the  New  York  Central 
&  Hudson  River  Railroad  for  thirty  days  it  would  practi- 
cally destroy  the  business  of  the  latter.  This  diversity 
is  most  observable  in  the  different  portions  of  the  country, 
as,  for  instance,  between  lines  of  railroad  in  the  Southern 
States  or  the  States  of  the  far  west,  on  the  one  hand,  and 
the  railroad  lines  of  the  Middle  and  Eastern  States  on  the 
other.  Where,  however,  railroad  lines  reach  the  same 
common  points,  are  located  in  the  same  territory,  and  com- 
pete with  each  other,  as  well  as  with  other  lines  for  the 
business  of  that  territory,  their  rates  are,  in  general  much 
the  same,  and  this  is  one  of  the  necessities  of  the  situation. 
Even  among  the  rail  carriers  where  there  may  be  occasional 
differences  in  rates  that  will  be  found  substantially  justified 
by  the  different  circumstances  and  conditions  under  which 
the  lines  are  operated."  ** 


§  414.  Cost  of  service  for  different  parts  of  the  same  system. 
The  point  that  the  cost  of  service  may  be  different  for 
different  parts  of  the  same  system  was  insisted  upon  in 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Rail- 
road Company.^^  It  appeared  in  that  case  that  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  upon  complaint  of  a  shipper, 
had  adjudged  a  certain  rate  upon  coal  unreasonable.  The 
Commission  based  its  finding  upon  its  deductions  from 
the  annual  report  of  the  defendant  company  that  the 
average  cost  of  carrying  a  ton  of  coal  from  the  Lehigh 
anthracite  regions  to  Perth  Amboy  was  85  cents.  Judge 
Acheson  held  that  this  was  an  inadequate  basis  to  justify 
the  finding  that  the  particular  rate  in  question  was  imrea- 
sonable;  he  said:  "If  the  explanation  thus  given  by  the 

'^CoBt  per  unit  of  freight  moved  ''74  Fed.  784,  appeal  withdrawn, 

decreaflee  with  volume.    Louisville  &      82  Fed.  302, 27  C.  C.  A.  681. 
Nashville  Railroad  Coal  and  Coke 
Rates,  26 1.  C.  C.  20. 
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counsel  for  the  Commission  is  a  correct  statement  of  the 
method  pursued  by  the  Commission  in  making  its  esti- 
mate of  85  cents,  then,  in  our  judgment,  that  method  is 
without  justification.  For,  having  adopted  an  estimated 
average  rate  of  revenue,  namely,  $1,495,  from  each  ton  of 
coal  carried  over  the  149  miles  from  the  Lehigh  and  Ma- 
hanoy  regions  to  Perth  Amboy,  the  Commission  assumed 
that  the  expenses  of  the  transportation  of  coal  over  this 
particular  branch  of  the  defendant's  railroad  system  was 
necessarily  only  the  average  cost  of  the  carriage  of  all 
coal  upon  the  defendant's  entire  system.  The  assump- 
tion which  thus  underlies  the  Commission's  estimate  is 
unwarrantable.  Merely  because  the  cost  of  carriage  of  all 
coal  upon  the  defendant's  entire  railroad  system  from  all 
points  of  shipment  to  all  destinations  was  56  per  cent  of 
the  gross  receipts  from  all  coal  is  no  reason  for  concluding 
that  upon  a  particular  line  or  part  of  the  system  the  cost 
of  carriage  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  coal  receipts  from 
that  particular  line  or  part."  *' 

§  416.  Cost  of  service  estLmated  from  special  expenditures. 

To  a  certain  extent  the,  entire  expense  of  transporting 
may  be  judged  from  the  sums  expended  m  movmg  the 
goods.  When  the  average  amounts  expended  in  moving 
quantities  of  a  given  commodity  is  known,  a  standard 
is  established  by  which  it  may  be  seen  whether  there  is 
not  a  full  return  to  the  railroad  of  the  entire  cost  attribu- 
table to  the  transportation  of  these  goods.  This  method 
of  demonstration  was  used  with  good  effect  m  one  report 
by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  upon  the  con- 
tention of  the  trunk  lines  that  it  would  be  necessary  for 
them  to  raise  the  rate  on  grain,  which  was  17  1-2  cents 
from  Chicago  to  New  York,  as  that  rate  was  unremunera- 
tive.     The  quotation  which  follows  will  show  how  the 

ss  Difference  in  transportation  oon-  of  rate  comparisons.  Even  &  Howard 
ditions  in  different  territories  con-  Fire  Brick  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S. 
sidered  in  determining  the  propriety     Ry.,  25 1.  C.  C.  141. 
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Commission  came  to  its  conclusion  that  the  rate  yielded 
a  fair  return  to  the  carrier:  ^^  "As  bearing  upon  this,  cer- 
tain testimony  given  in  the  present  investigation  by  the 
traffic  manager  of  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern 
Railway  as  to  the  cost  of  moving  grain  over  his  line  is  in- 
teresting and  instructive.  He  testified  that  the  standard 
traiii  upon  the  Lake  Shore  road  consists  of  50  cars,  con- 
taining 80,000  pounds  per  car;  that  the  time  occupied  in 
hauling  this  train  from  Chicago  to  Buffalo  would  be  36 
hours,  and  that  the  cost  of  movement,  including  labor  of 
trainmen,  coal  consmned,  oil  and  waste,  rent  of  engine  and 
of  cars,  would  approidmate  S260.  He  gave  the  items  mak- 
ing up  this  total,  which  need  not  be  repeated  here.  The 
traffic  manager  of  the  New  York  Central  Company  was 
unable  to  give  the  corresponding  figures  from  Buffalo  to 
New  York,  but  it  appeared  that  a  standard  locomotive 
would  haul,  with  the  assistance  of  a  helper  at  one  or  two 
points,  this  train,  or  an  even  heavier  train,  from  Buffalo 
to  New  York  in  approximately  the  same  time  and  at  ap- 
proximately the  same  expense,  the  distance  being  about 
100  miles  less.  The  total  train  expense,  therefore,  of  mov- 
ing this  traffic  from  Chicago  to  New  York  would  be  $520, 
while  the  total  revenue  derived  from  it,  at  17  1-2  cents 
per  100  poimds,  would  be  $7,000."  " 

§  416.  Distance  as  a  factor. 

As  a  rule,  in  the  transportation  of  freight  by  railroads, 
while  the  aggregate  charge  is  continually  increasing  the 
farther  the  freight  is  carried,  the  rate  per  ton-mile  is  con- 
stantly growing  less  all  the  time,  making  the  aggregate 
charge  less  in  proportion  every  hundred  miles  after  the 
first,  arising  out  of  the  character  and  nature  of  the  service 
performed,  and  the  cost  of  the  service;  and  thus  staple 

'*Ph)uty,    CommisBioner,   in   Re  decrease    as   distance   increases,   to 

Advances  in  Freight  Rates,  9 1.  C.  C.  disregard  rule  is  not  of  necessity  a 

Rep.  382.  discrimination.    Boston  Chamber  of 

^  While     it     is    a    fundamental  Conmieroe  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co., 

maxim  that  rate  per  ton-mile  shall  28 1.  C.  C.  230. 
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commodities  and  merchandise  are  enabled  to  bear  the 
charges  of  this  mode  of  transportation  from  and  to  the 
most  distant  portions  of  the  comitry.^  The  Act  to  Reg- 
ulate Commerce,  so  far  from  throwing  hampering  restric- 
tions or  obstacles  in  the  way  of  the  operation  of  this 
salutary  rule,  gives  it  all  the  benefit  and  aid  of  its  sanction 
and  safeguards  by  providing  that  the  carrier  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the 
service  performed  upon  open  published  rates,  against 
which  no  competitor  can  take  advantage  by  allowing 
shippers  secret  rebates  and  drawbacks  in  order  to  get  the 
business.^  In  the  nature  of  things  rates  on  long  hauls 
usually  are,  and  as  a  rule  should  be,  lower  in  proportion 
to  distance  than  local  rates  on  short  hauls  of  the  same 
commaodity.  For  this  reason  the  rate  per  ton-nule  is  not 
controlling,  and  cannot  be  enforced  upon  carriers  by  the 
Commission;  but  distance  is  of  great  importance  in  fixmg 
rates,  and  must  be  considered." 

§  417.  Amount  of  traffic  as  a  factor. 

As  it  is  cheaper  to  move  goods  in  bulk  rather  than  in 
small  lots,  a  smaller  relative  rate  is  permissible  upon 
carload  lots  than  on  less  than  carload  lots;  but  this  differ- 
ence must  be  no  more  than  is  reasonable.^  Before  allow- 
ing a  carload  rating  for  a  carload  shipment,  a  carrier  is 
allowed  to  require  that  goods  shall  be  loaded  at  one  time 


*  New  York  Produce  Exchange  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
612;  La  CroBse)  M.  &  J.  Union  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  277. 

•'Farrar  v.  East  Tenn.  &  G. 
Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  703,  1 1.  C.  C. 
480;  Crews  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R. 
R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  703,  I.  C.  C. 
401. 

*  Freight  Bureau  v.  Cincinnati, 
N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
180;  and  see  MilwMikee  Chamber  of 


Commerce  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
Ry.,  7 1.  C.  CJ.  481. 

There  can  be  no  rule  or  process 
whereby  definite  absolute  maximum 
limit  of  reasonableness  of  rate  can  be 
fixed  with  certainty  of  a  demonstra- 
tion. Anardarko  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  43. 

^  Duncan  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  385, 6 1.  C.  C. 
85;  Business  Men's  League  v.  At- 
chison, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  318. 
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and  place,  that  but  a  single  bill  of  lading  shall  be  allowed, 
and  that  the  shipment  shall  be  by  one  consignor  to  one 
consignee.^  So,  while  a  carrier  should  receive  a  greater 
compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  hauling  a  carload  of 
large  tonnage  than  one  of  less  tonnage,  other  things 
being  equal,  as  a  general  rule,  the  rate  per  himdredweight 
should  be  less  in  the  former  than  in  the  latter  case.'^ 
The  large  bulk  in  which  a  commodity  moves  by  railroad 
will  for  the  same  reason  justify  a  lower  rate.'*  Neverthe- 
less, though  carload  rates  will  be  justified,  it  was  once 
held  that  a  carrier  cannot  be  forced  to  grant  lower  rates 
for  a  carload, '^  or  for  a  larger  carload  than  the  ordinary 
load.'*  Density  of  traffic  as  element  to  be  considered  in 
determining  reasonableness  of  rate.'^  And  it  is  fimda- 
mental  also  that  a  rate  should  decrease  as  density  of 
traffic  increases. '•  For  example,  salt  is  very  desirable 
traffic  from  a  transportation  standpoint.  It  loads  heavily, 
is  not  hable  to  loss  or  damage  in  transit,  can  be  handled 
at  the  convenience  of  the  carrier,  and  affords  a  uniform 
business — ^all  these  considerations  call  for  a  low  rate  of 
transportation.'^  Ordinarily  the  same  rate  is  applied  to 
all  lumber,  being  a  bulk  freight,  without  reference  to  its 
value  or  condition;  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  this  rate 
frequently  includes  not  only  manufactured  lumber,  but 
articles  made  from  it,  like  doors,  sash,  blinds,  etc.'* 

§  418.  Costs  of  special  service. 
A  higher  rate  will  be  justified  where  special  service  is 


"  Buckeye  Buggy  Co.  v.  Cleveland, 
C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
620;  C.  S.  BeU  Co.  v.  Baltimore  & 

0.  S.  Ry.,  9 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  632. 
"Murphy  v.   Wabash  R.   R.,  3 

Int.  Com.  Rep.  725,  5  I.  C.  C.  122. 

'2  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food 

Products,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  93,  4 

1.  C.  C.  48. 

'*Raibroad  Commrs.  v.  Weld,  96 
Tex.  394, 73  S.  W.  529. 
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•*  Planter's  Compress  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land, C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  382. 

**  Railroad  Commission  of  Tex.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  463. 

*>  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  Elast- 
em  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  243. 

"  RaiLroad  Commission  of  Kansas 
V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  407. 

"Oregon  &  W.  Lumber  Mfrs. 
Ass'n  V.  S.  P.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  389. 
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required,  such  as  rapid  transit,  special  cars,  and  speedy 
delivery  for  perishable  freight.'*  This  increased  rate  must, 
nevertheless,  remain  reasonable.*^  The  amoimt  of  the 
reasonable  rate  may  also  be  affected  by  other  special 
circumstances.  Thus  in  arriving  at  what  is  a  just  and 
reasonable  rate,  on  freight  transported  by  a  carrier  on  a 
short  local  line  having  but  a  small  volume  of  business, 
where  the  cost  of  transportation  is  exceptionally  great, 
arising  from  steep  grades,  sparse  population,  and  light 
traffic,  these  are  circumstances  and  conditions  of  control- 
ling weight  in  the  making  of  the  rates,  and  cannot  be 
overlooked  when  a  question  of  their  reasonableness  is 
involved.^^  In  the  same  way  a  higher  rate  is  justified 
where  the  carrier  goes  to  expense  in  collecting  his  freight.** 
Charges  may  properly  be  made  somewhat  higher  for  trans- 
portation of  show  cases  in  crates  than  in  boxes;  show  cases 
ordinarily  are  composed  largely  of  glass  or  woods  of  value, 
and  the  risk  of  damage  is  greater  when  shipped  in  crates 
than  in  boxes.*'  In  making  rates  on  explosives,  carriers 
should  vary  rates  according  to  risk  attendant  upon  trans- 
portation of  each  particular  kind.**  Likewise,  empty-car 
movement,  and  meager  imboimd  traffic,  are  to  be  con- 
sidered in  rate  making  on  a  class  of  traffic.*^ 

§  419.  Conditions  affecting  transportation  costs. 
A  lower  rate  may  be  made  when,  by  the  arrangement 


*  Delaware  State  Grange  v.  N.  Y. 
P.  A,  N.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
554,  4  I.  C.  C.  588;  Loud  v.  South 
Carolina  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  205, 
5  I.  C.  C.  529;  Newland  v.  Northern 
Pacific  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  474, 
6 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  131. 

*  Board  of  Railroad  Comrs.  v. 
Florence  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  1; 
Rates  on  Cantaloupes,  26  I.  C.  C. 
101. 

"  Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R. 
R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  208,  2  I.  C.  C. 
389;  Savannah  Bureau  of  Freight  A. 


Transp.  v.  C.  &  S.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  601;  Georgia  Peach  Growers' 
Afls'n  V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.,  10 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  255. 

*«  Howell  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  162,  2 
I.  C.  C.  272. 

«*Wadell  Show  Case  &  Cabinet 
Co.  V.  M.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
R.  106. 

««Blumenstdn  v.  P.  A  R.  Ry., 
21 1.  C.  C.  R.  90. 

*i  Davis  Bros.  Lumber  Co.,  Ltd., 
V.  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Co.,  257. 
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for  shipment,  liability  to  a  certain  extent  is  released. '^ 
And  when  ticket  is  bought  before  taking  the  train  a  lowei- 
rate  may  be  made  than  if  fare  is  paid  to  the  conductor/' 
So  a  different  rate  may  be  made  for  summer  and  win- 
ter, if  traffic  conditions  differ  with  the  seasons.^  When 
a  practice  had  existed  on  the  part  of  certain  carriers  of 
live  cattle  to  make  a  carload  rate  irrespective  of  weight, 
leaving  the  shipper  to  load  into  the  car  as  many  cattle  as 
he  pleased  and  was  able  to  put  into  it,  and  the  carriers 
substituted  for  this  practice  the  rule  that  while  naming  a 
car-lot  rate  they  prescribed  a  minimum  weight  for  a  car- 
load, and  then  charged  by  the  hundred  poimds  in  propor- 
tion to  the  car-lot  rate  for  any  excess  over  the  minimum, 
it  was  held  that  this  rule  was  not  unlawful.^*  A  carrier, 
which  had  not  provided  track  scales  at  stations,  prescribed 
a  rule  or  regulation  forbidding  shippers  to  load  grain  in 
cars  beyond  a  specified  weight  above  the  market  capacity 
imder  a  so-called  ''penalty"  of  increased  rates  on  the 
excess  weight;  this  was  held  not  imreasonable  provided  the 
increase  in  charges  for  excessive  weight  is  not  unreason- 
able, as  the  margin  between  such  maximum  and  the 
carrier's  minimum  carload  weight  for  grain  is  so*  wide  that 
shippers  may,  without  scales,  readily  comply  with  both 
rules."  But  imreasonable  conditions  may  not  be  imposed. 
A  shipper  should  not  be  subjected  to  unnecessary  restric- 
tions as  to  the  kind  of  case  or  package  he  should  use.^^ 
To  make  a  different  rate  on  coal  loaded  by  tipple  than  for 
coal  loaded  from  teams  is  not  reasonable.  ^^    And  a  differ- 


«  Duncan  v.  Atchiaon,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  386,  6  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  85. 

^  Cist  V.  Michigan  Central  R.  R., 
10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  217. 

^Interstate  Commerce  Comm.  v. 
Louisville  A,  N.  R.  R.,  5  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  656. 

^  Leonard  v.  Chicago  A.  A.  R.  R., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  599,  3  I.  C.  C. 
241. 
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«oSu£Fem  v.  Indiana,  D.  &  W. 
Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  255,  and  see  Phelps  v. 
Texas  A,  P.  Ry .,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  363, 
6 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  36;  Rice  v.  C^cinnati, 
W.  &  B.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  841, 
5  I.  C.  C.  193. 

"  Rhode  Island  Egg  A,  B.  Co.  v. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  R.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  512,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  176. 

'*  Glade  Coal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  R.  R.,  10 1.  C.  C.  226. 
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ence  in  the  rate  based  on  the  ultimate  destination  of  the 
goods  is  not  justified."  When  a  conditional  rate  is  justi- 
fied, the  difference  must  be  no  more  than  is  reasonable 
under  the  circumstances.^^  And  if  a  difference  in  rate  is 
authorized,  it  is  only  while  the  circumstances  justifying  it 
exist." 


§  420.  Current  theories  as  to  relative  rates. 

All  the  principles  governing  the  fixing  of  rates  which 
have  ever  been  suggested  may  be  seen  in  brief  compass 
iQ  an  elaborate  opinion  of  Judge  Bethea:  ^  "There  are  a 
great  many  factors  and  circumstances  to  be  considered  in 
fixing  a  rate."  Among  other  things:  (1)  The  value  of  the 
service  to  the  shipper,  including  the  value  of  the  goods  and 
the  profit  he  could  make  out  of  them  by  shipment.  This 
is  considered  an  ideal  method,  when  not  interfered  with 
by  competition  or  other  factors.  It  includes  the  theory  so 
strenuously  contended  for  by  petitioners,  the  commission, 
and  its  attorneys,  of  making  the  finished  product  carry  a 
higher  rate  than  the  raw  material.  This  method  is  con- 
sidered practical,  and  is  based  on  an  idea  similar  to  taxa- 
tion.^ (2)  The  cost  of  service  to  the  carrier  would  be  an 
ideal  theory,  but  is  not  practical.  Such  cost  can  be  reached 
approximately,  but  not  accurately  enough  to  make  this 
factor  controlling.  It  is  worthy  of  consideration,  how- 
ever. *•  (3)  Weight,  bulk,  and  convenience  of  transporta- 
tion.    (4)  The  amoimt  of  the  product  or  the  commodity 


"  Hope  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas  A 
P.  Ry .,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  696. 

"New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch.  v. 
Illinois  Central  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  777,  3 1.  C.  C.  534. 

<*Re  Relative  Tank  &  Barrel 
Rates,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  245,  2 
I.  C.  C.  365. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion y.  Chicago  Gt.  Western  R.  R., 
141  Fed.  1003. 


^  Citing  Noyes,  Am.  R.  R.  Rates, 
61,  85-109. 

^  Citing  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  B.  A.  O.  Ry.,  43  Fed. 
37. 

«•  Citing  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Call  Publishing  Co.,  181  U.  S. 
92,  21  Sup.  Ct.  561,  45  L.  ed.  765; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
Detroit,  Grand  Haven  &  Milwaukee 
R.  R.,  167  U.  S.  633,  17  Sup.  Ct.  986, 
42  L.  ed.  306,  etc. 
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in  the  hands  of  a  few  persons  to  ship  or  compete  for, 
recognizing  the  principle  of  selling  cheaper  at  wholesale 
than  at  retail.^  (5)  General  public  good,  including  good  to 
the  shipper,  the  railroad  company  and  the  different 
locahties.'^  (6)  Competition,  which  the  authorities,  as 
well  as  the  experts,  in  their  testimony  in  these  cases, 
recognize  as  a  very  important  factor/^  None  of  the  above 
factors  alone  are  considered  necessarily  controlling  by  the 
authorities.  Neither  are  they  all  controlling  as  a  matter 
of  law.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided  by  the 
proper  tribunal  in  each  case  as  to  what  is  control- 
ling/' «* 

§  421.  Conclusion  as  to  proportionate  rate. 

As  a  result  of  these  considerations,  the  hypothesis  may 
be  drawn  that  a  rate,  duly  proportioned  to  what  is  truly 
the  cost  of  service,  should  be  established  for  each  article 
of  traffic.  In  all  cases,  where  other  factors  in  the  situation 
are  not  such  as  to  imperatively  demand  recognition,  this 
rate  should  be  fixed  according  to  the  share  of  the  entire 
burden  of  charge  which  ought  reasonably  to  be  borne  by 
that  particular  article.  In  determining  the  reasonable 
share  of  the  burden  to  be  borne  by  an  article,  various 
considerations  must  be  weighed,  and  the  rate  when  finally 
established  will  be  determined  as  a  result  of  all  such  con- 
siderations. It  must  be  clear,  therefore,  that  the  establish- 
ment of  the  particular  rate  is  not,  like  the  establishment 
of  the  general  schedule  of  charges,  a  matter  which  can  be 
settled  altogether  by  a  mathematical  formula.    There  are 


*^  Citing  Int.  Com.  Comm.  v.  B.  & 
O.  Ry.,  145  U.  S.  2G3,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
844,  36  L.  ed.  699. 

'^Citing  Int.  Com.  Comm.  v. 
B.  &  O.  Ry.,  145  U.  S.  263,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  844,  36  L.  ed.  699. 

•*  Citing  Phipps  v.  London  & 
Northwestern  Ry.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  229. 

"Citing  Int.  Com.  Comm.  v. 
Alabama    Midland    Ry.    Co.,    168 
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U.  S.  144,  18  Sup.  Ct.  46,  42  L.  ed. 
414;  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  A, 
Georgia  Railway  Co.  v.  Int.  Com. 
Comm.,  181  U.  S.  1,  21  Sup.  Ct.  516, 
45  L.  ed.  719,  Texas  &  Pac.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  162  U.  S.  197, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  666,  40  L.  ed.  940;  Int. 
Com.  Comm.  v.  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville R.  R.  Co.,  190  U.  S.  273,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  687,  47  L.  ed.   1047,  etc. 
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too  many  economic  factors  operating  in  bringing  about  a 
particular  rate  for  that  to  be  possible  really.  The  division 
of  rates  among  the  particular  commodities  involves  judg- 
ment and  experience;  it  is  not  an  exact  division,  but  only 
the  closest  possible  approximation  to  fairness. 
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VALUE  OF  SERVICE  RECEIVED 

§  430.  ProvifflonB  of  the  Act. 
431.  Rates  based  upon  value. 

Topic  A.  Value  as  the  Basis 

§  432.  What  the  traffic  will  bear. 

433.  Essential  defects  in  the  principle. 

434.  Legal  limitations  peculiarly  necessaiy. 

435.  Value  of  service  to  shipper. 

436.  Value  of  the  goods. 

437.  limit  of  value  of  service. 

438.  Traffic  will  continue  to  move  at  unfair  rates. 

439.  Worth  of  the  service  to  the  owners. 

440.  Treating  the  schedule  as  a  whole. 

441.  Doctrine  hardly  applicable  to  passenger  fares. 

Topic  B.  Rates  Reasonable  Per  Se 

§  442.  Carrier  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation. 

443.  General  principles  as  to  reasonableness. 

444.  Customary  rate  presumably  reasonable. 

445.  Rates  unreasonable  in  themselves. 

446.  What  makes  rates  unreasonable? 

447.  Current  rates  for  other  transportation. 

448.  Comparison  with  other  rates. 

449.  Evidence  inadmissible  unless  conditions  are  similar. 

450.  Comparison  of  rates  between  different  localities. 

451.  Usual  rates  govern  passenger  fares. 

Topic  C.  Rates  Dictated  by  Competiti&n 

I  452.  Rates  may  be  made  to  meet  competition. 

453.  Competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

454.  Policy  for  permitting  competitive  rates. 

455.  Rates  low  enough  to  hold  business. 

456.  Reduction  below  a  remunerative  basis. 

457.  Standard  rate  among  competing  lines. 

458.  Competition  not  a  ground  for  raising  rates. 

459.  Absence  of  competition  does  not  justify  increase. 

460.  No  obligation  to  meet  competition. 

461.  Competition  in  passenger  fares. 
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Tojric  D.  Rales  Designed  to  Equalize  Advantages 

i  462.  Operation  of  the  principle  of  equalization. 

463.  limitationB  upon  the  Commission. 

464.  Rates  made  from  a  commercial  standpoint. 
466.  Rates  should  not  equalize  differences  in  value. 

466.  Carriers  not  obliged  to  equalize  disadvantages. 

467.  Protection  of  natural  advantage. 

468.  No  right  to  build  artificial  markets. 
479.  No  equalization  of  patrons. 

470.  Equalization  of  advantage  as  a  factor. 

471.  Passenger  fares  slightly  affected  by  this  principle. 

§  430.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  provisions  already  discussed,  to  the  effect  that 
rates  must  be  reasonable,  are  supplemented  by  the  re- 
quirements, more  fully  considered  later,  that  rates  shall 
not  be  disproportionate.  As  has  been  seen,  these  two  re- 
quirements are  combined  in  section  15  establishing  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Conmiission  to  see  to  it  that  charges  shall 
not  be  xmjust  or  unreasonable,  or  unfair  or  imjustly  dis- 
criminatory or  unduly  preferential  or  prejudicial.  In  sec- 
tion 3,  as  was  provided  in  the  original  Act,  it  is  said  that 
it  shall  be  imlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  to  make  or  give  any  undue  or  un- 
reasonable preference  or  advantage  to  any  particular  per- 
son, company,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or  any  par- 
ticular description  of  traffic,  in  any  respect  whatsoever, 
or  to  subject  any  particular  person,  company,  firm,  cor- 
poration, or  locality,  or  any  particular  description  of  traffic, 
to  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage 
in  any  respect  whatsoever.  And  to  section  4  a  para- 
graph was  added  recently  to  the  effect  that  whenever 
a  carrier  by  railroad  shall  in  competition  with  a  water 
route  or  routes  reduce  the  rates  on  the  carriage  of  any 
species  of  freight  to  or  from  competitive  points,  it  shall 
not  be  permitted  to  increase  such  rates,  unless  after  hear- 
ing by  the  Commission  it  shall  be  foimd  that  such  pro- 
posed increase  rests  upon  changed  conditions  other  than 
the  elimination  of  water  competition.  What  is  undue  pref- 
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erence  under  these  provisions  of  the  Act  is  discussed  at 
lai^e  in  Chapter  XIV. 

§  431.  Rates  based  upon  value. 

It  is  sometimes  suggested  that  the  value  of  the  service 
to  the  customer  is  ''what  the  traflSc  will  bear,"  that  is, 
what  he  will  be  willing  to  pay  rather  than  lack  the  carrier's 
service.  In  one  sense,  the  service  is  worth  what  one  will 
pay  for  it.  This  is  the  rule  which  always  appeals  to  the 
company  as  fair  and  just.  And  indeed  this  consideration 
has  some  place  in  every  philosophy  of  rate  making;  al- 
though it  is  submitted  that  it  is  a  dangerous  principle 
which  may  often  operate  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
public  imless  it  is  much  modified  in  many  cases.  So  neces- 
sary is  some  such  principle  felt  to  be  by  traffic  managers 
that  it  will  always  be  found  to  be  continually  employed 
in  rate  making;  and  this  is  one  of  the  prune  causes  for  the 
necessity  of  governmental  revision,  for  the  protection  of 
the  public,  of  the  rates  established  by  the  carriers.  The 
real  truth  of  this  matter  seems  to  be  that  the  policy  of 
charging  what  will  produce  the  largest  volume  of  business 
is  fundamental  in  private  businesses,  but  often  opposed 
to  the  law  governing  public  businesses. 

Topic  A.     Value  as  the  Basis 

§  432.  What  the  traffic  will  bear. 

It  is  often  urged  in  discussion  of  the  railway  rate 
problem  that  it  is  justifiable  to  make  rates  according  to 
what  the  traffic  will  bear.  This  again  is  a  factor  in  the 
situation  imdoubtedly;  for  the  management  in  order  to  get 
business  enough  to  carry  on  its  service  with  economy  and 
profit  must  make  some  concessions  to  the  low  grade  com- 
modities which  it  will  inevitably  recoup  from  the  high 
grade  freight.  And  yet  this  is  clearly  a  principle  which 
can  only  be  justified  under  strict  limitations.  These  are 
well  discussed  by  the  Commission  in  the  quotation  which 
[370] 


Value  of  Servige  Received 


[§433 


follows:*^  "There  was  the  further  suggestion  running 
through  the  testimony  of  all  the  witnesses  that,  after  all, 
a  rate  was  purely  a  traffic  question  which  could  be  prop- 
erly estimated  only  by  traflSc  and  commercial  conditions. 
The  real  question  was  said  to  be,  Will  the  traflSc  bear 
these  higher  rates?  One  witness  distinctly  affirmed  that 
no  rate  was  imreasonable  under  which  traffic  would  move 
freely,  and  that  since  it  was  for  the  interest  of  the  carriers 
to  move  traffic,  there  was  no  probability  that  these 
rates  were  imreasonable,  or  that  unreasonable  rates  would 
ever  be  imposed.  This  idea  contains  a  half  truth.  With 
respect  to  some  kinds  of  traffic  the  statement  is  correct. 
It  is  for  the  interest  of  the  railway  to  create  business 
upon  its  line,  and  in  the  legitimate  pursuit  of  that  in- 
terest it  fosters  industries  by  the  making  of  rates  which 
would  not  otherwise  be  put  in  force."  *^ 

§  433.  Essential  defects  in  the  principle. 

Any  considerable  concession  to  the  principle  of  charging 
what  the  traffic  will  bear  is  dangerous.  The  carrier  is 
acting  primarily  for  the  benefit,  not  for  the  exploitation 
of  the  pubUc.  To  allow  a  carrier,  for  instance,  to  charge 
what  the  traffic  will  bear  is  to  foster  a  continual  increase 
of  railroad  rates.  The  problem  was  concisely  and  unan- 
swerably stated  and  discussed  by  Mr.  District  Judge 
Speer  in  the  case  of  Tift  v.  Southern  Railway .••    In  this 


**The  quotation  which  follows  is 
from  Re  Proposed  Freight  Rates,  9 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

"The  richest  example''  of  the 
charging-what-traffic-will-bear  theory. 
In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C.  380. 

**To  base  rates  upon  shipper's 
ability  to  pay,  is  to  base  rates  upon 
cost  of  production  rather  than  cost 
of  carriage;  this  is  in  effect  a  usurpa- 
tion of  power  of  regulation  of  in- 
dustries and  commerce  by  the  rail- 
roads. In  re  Advances  in  Rates, 
Western  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  307. 


In  all  classifications  consideration 
must  be  given  to  what  may  be  termed 
public  policy,  the  advantage  to  the 
community  of  having  some  kinds 
of  freight  carried  at  a  less  rate  than 
other  kinds;  this  is  the  true  meaning 
of  the  phrase  ''what  the  traffic  will 
bear."  In  re  Advances  on  Coal  to 
Lake  Ports,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  604. 

^  138  Fed.  753;  see  language  in 
Tift  V.  Southern  Ry.,  10 1.  C.  C.  548. 

Limitations  to  rule  that  a  carrier 
should  not  charge  more  than  an 
article  can  bear,  discussed.    Bartles- 
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case  the  Southeastern  Freight  Association,  an  association 
including  the  defendant  railways,  had  raised  the  freights 
on  lumber  frona  Georgia  to  the  Northwest.  At  first  ship- 
ments almost  ceased;  but  with  a  revival  of  business 
they  b^an  again.  Builders  felt  themselves  obliged  to 
have  it,  whatever  the  price,  and  whatever  the  rate,  and 
large  shipments  were  made  on  the  advanced  rates.  The 
fact  of  the  large  shipments  was  reUed  upon  to  show  that 
the  new  rates  were  not  unduly  high,  but  the  court  said  that 
it  was  in  no  sense  related  to  the  reasonableness  or  imrea- 
sonableness  of  the  rate.  '*  Indeed,  to  concede  the  prin- 
ciple for  the  fixation  of  rates  upon  which  the  railroads 
through  the  medium  of  the  Southeastern  Freight  Associa- 
tion have  acted  in  this  case  would  concede  their  power 
to  levy  for  no  better  service  augmentation  of  tolls  for 
every  increase  of  profit  in  every  line  of  endeavor  won  by 
the  enterprise,  sagacity,  and  industry  of  the  American 
people.  It  is  superfluous  to  add  that  a  government  of  law, 
and  not  of  men,  will  never  tolerate  such  domination  and 
control  of  the  trade,  manufactures,  and  commerce  of  the 
American  people.''  ^^ 

§  434.  Legal  limitations  peculiarly  necessary. 

It  is  urged  sometimes  that  this  principle  of  charging 
what  the  traffic  will  bear  contains  its  own  safeguards; 
for,  if  more  is  charged  than  the  value  of  the  service  to  the 
shipper,  shipments  will  cease;  and  traffic  managers,  realiz- 
ing this,  as  they  are  in  close  touch  with  the  situation,  will 
never  intentionally  or  permanently  charge  more  than  the 
transportation  is  worth  to  the  goods  carried.  The  answer 
to  this  seems  to  be  that  in  many  instances  shippers  will 

viUe  Salvage  Co.  v.  M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  of  Omaha  v.  A.  &  S.  R.  Ry.,  19  I. 

25  I.  C.  C.  672.  C.  C.  419. 

*^The  Commission   is   not  ready  The   mere   fact   that   traffic   will 

to  accept  theory  that  rates  may  law-  bear  the  imposition  does  not  justify 

fully  be  increased  as  long  as  traffic  unreasonable  rate.     Railroad  Com* 

moves    freely.      Commercial    Club  mission  of  Nev.  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  19  I.  C. 


C.  238. 


[372] 


Value  of  Service  Received  [  §  435 

pay  for  the  transportation  of  goods  more  than  the  true 
value  of  the  transportation,  if  that  is  necessary  in  order 
to  get  their  goods  to  market.  They  will  shift  this  undue 
burden  upon  the  consumer  if  they  can,  and  if  not  they 
will  be  obliged  to  forego  a  part,  or  in  extreme  cases  all, 
of  their  legitimate  profit  in  order  to  get  their  products 
sold  at  all.  While  the  rule  that  a  carrier  should  not 
charge  more  than  the  traffic  can  bear  has  some  weight 
with  a  carrier  in  the  making  of  its  rates,  it  does  not  im- 
pose upon  a  carrier  any  duty  to  carry  traffic  at  a  loss.** 
Whatever  might  be  the  policy  in  this  regard,  to  adjust 
rates  to  correspondingly  fluctuate  with  the  values  of  prod- 
ucts moving  under  them  is  impossible.^  Nothing  is 
better  established  than  that  the  Commission  may  not  make 
the  needs  of  the  shipper  the  basis  of  reasonable  rates.^® 
A  shipper  is  entitled  to  the  transportation  that  he  desires 
on  rates  that  are  reasonable,  not  when  tested  by  the  fact 
that  the  carrier  may  earn  larger  revenues  by  hauling  his 
wares,  but  on  rates  that  are  reasonable  in  accordance  with 
the  usual  and  ordinary  tests  that  are  applied  to  rates.^* 

§  436.  Value  of  service  to  shipper. 

The  value  of  the  service  to  the  shipper  should  be  con- 
sidered, which  includes  a  consideration  of  the  profit  that 
the  shipper  can  make  by  having  his  goods  transported 
to  their  destination.^^  This  was  once  said  by  District 
Judge  Bethea  to  be  '*an  ideal  method;"  ''practical,  and 
is  based  on  an  idea  similar  to  taxation."  "  Neverthe- 
less, the  correctness  of  this  view  may  be  doubted;  at  all 
events,  the  Commission  has  rejected  any  theory  to  the 

••  Bartlesville  Salvage  Co.  v.  M.,  waukee  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C. 

K.  A  T.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  672.  C.  460. 

**  Ponchatoula  Farmere'  Aas'n  v.  '>  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  613.  Products,  3  Int.  Com.   Rep.  93,  4 

"  Superior   Commercial    Club    v.  I.  C.  C.  48. 

G.  N.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  342.  "  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

"  Chamber  of  Conmierce  of  Mil-  sion  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  Ry.,  141  Fed. 

1003. 
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effect  that  rates  may  be  Increased  by  successive  advances, 
so  long  as  traffic  moves  freely.^^  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  Commission  has  said  repeatedly  that  consideration 
must  be  given  to  the  value  of  the  service  in  determining 
reasonableness  of  rates.'^  It  is  tolerably  well  settled  by 
authority  that  value  is  nothing  but  a  factor  to  be  considered, 
and  by  no  means  a  controlling  factor  in  the  determination 
of  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate.^*  The  determination  of  a 
reasonable  rate  rests  in  the  service  performed,  the  risk 
involved,  the  value  of  the  article,  and  the  degree  of  care 
required  to  be  exercised;  but  the  use  to  which  articles  are 
put,  without  any  difference  between  them  and  dissimilarity 
in  conditions  under  which  the  transportation  is  performed, 
may  not  lawfully  be  made  the  basis  for  a  difference  in 
charge.^  It  follows  that  carriers  are  not  justified  in  raising 
rates  on  the  ground  that  the  industries  served  have  greatly 
prospered  under  the  old  rates  and  can  bear  the  advance; 
but  the  lawfulness  of  an  advance  in  rates  must  be  deter- 
mined by  their  reasdnableness.^^ 


§  436.  Value  of  the  goods. 

The  value  of  the  goods  carried  is  obviously  to  be  con- 
sidered to  a  certain  extent  in  determining  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  rate,  since  the  greater  the  value  the  greater 
the  risk.^^    But  the  value  of  the  goods  cannot  be  made 


74  Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v. 
A.  &  S.  Ry.,  19  I,  C.  C.  419. 

7*  Coke  Producers  Ass'n  of  Con- 
nellsville  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C. 
125. 

^  See  generally,  Cincinnati  Freight 
Bureau  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T. 
P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  592,  6  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  195;  F.  Schumacher  Mill- 
ing Co.  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 
61.  C.  C.Rep.61;  In  re  Proposed  Ad- 
vances in  Freight  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  382;  Central  Yellow  Pine  Assoc. 
V.  Illinois  Central  R.  R.,  10  I.  C. 
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C.  Rep.  505;  Tift  v.  Southern  Ry., 
10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  548. 

"Davis  V.  West  Jersey  Express 
Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  214. 

^^  Oregon  &  Washington  Lumber 
Mfrs.  V.  V.  P.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  1. 

"  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  64 
Fed.  723,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  144;  In- 
terstate Conmiission  v.  Chicago  G. 
W.  Ry.,  141  Fed.  1003;  HoweU  v. 
New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  Ry.,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  162,  2  I.  C.  C.  272;  Colo- 
rado F.  &  I.  Co.  V.  Southern  Pacific 
Co.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  488. 
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an  arbitrary  standard  for  fixing  the  compensation,  regard- 
less of  other  factors.**  The  value  of  an  article  is  but  one 
of  many  elements  to  be  considered,  especially  where  there 
is  no  additional  cost  or  extra  service  rendered  in  transporta- 
tion of  articles  of  greater  value.^^  Thus  a  higher  rate  on 
hardwood  than  on  yellow-pine  lumber  is  not  warranted 
by  additional  returns  derived  from  the  transportation  of 
hardwood.^^  Although  value  is  one  element  considered 
in  fixing  rates,  how  important  it  is  depends  upon  circum- 
stances of  particular  cases.*^  But  certainly  no  impro- 
priety exists  in  a  graduation  of  rates  scheduled  by  the 
carrier  scientifically  in  accordance  with  the  actual  values 
of  specified  commodities.^*  Likewise  the  quality  of  the 
commodity  is  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  reason- 
ableness of  rate,  to  the  extent  that  this  affects  transporta- 
tion itself.  But  to  make  charges  correspondingly  fluctuate 
with  values  of  products,  and  resultant  fluctuations  of 
carrier's  risk  is  impossible.  It  follows  that  rates  on 
manufactured  products  ought  generally  to  be  higher  than 
the  rates  on  the  raw  materials  from  which  they  are 
made.*^  And  smithing  coal,  being  of  greater  value,  may 
properly  be  charged  a  higher  rate  than  ordinary  bitumin- 
ous coal."  While  there  is  no  objection  to  a  special  rate 
based  on  depreciated  value  of  damaged  goods,  there  is 
no  justification  for  special  rates  on  unsalable  goods.^^ 
And  the  Commission  has  recognized  that  scrap  tin  plate, 
being  of  little  value,  can  move  only  imder  rate  relatively 


^  Grain  Shippers'  Absoc.  v.  Illinois 
Central  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  158; 
Georgia  Peach  Growers'  Assoc,  v. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  18; 
Ohio  Allied  Milk  Product  Shippers 
V.  E.  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  522. 

'^  Blue  Grass  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  & 
N.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  438;  Keller  v. 
St.  L.  S.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  488. 

**  In  the  Matter  of  Released  Rates, 
13  I.  C.  C.  550. 

w  Browne  Grain  Co.  v.  F.  W.  A, 


R.  G.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  410;  Rosen- 
blatt &  Sons  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 
20  I.  C.  C.  R.  447. 

^^  Ponchatoula  Fanners'  Ass'n  ^v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  513. 

»Bulte  MiUing  Co.  v.  C.  &  A. 
R.  R.,  15  I«  C.  C.  351. 

»  SUgo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  Y.  P.  R. 
R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  527. 

^  In  re  Reduced  Rates  on  Returned 
Shipments,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  409. 
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low  compared  with  other  articles  usually  classed  as  junk.^ 
On  a  demand  formerly  made  that  the  rates  on  chinaware 
be  graded  according  to  value,  the  Commission,  while  de- 
clining to  do  so  in  that  instance,  suggested  that  there 
are  many  reasons  for  adopting  such  a  basis  of  rates,  and 
referred  the  consideration  of  such  a  plan  to  the  carriers.® 
As  the  Commission  has  repeatedly  recognized  that  value 
is  one  of  the  established  measures  of  a  rate,  it  has  recently 
held  that  value  justified  a  difference  in  rates  between 
liquid  sheep  dip  and  liquid  tree  spray .'^ 

§  437.  Limit  of  value  of  service. 

It  is  clear,  at  any  rate,  that  the  charge  is  not  necessarily 
limited  to  the  advantage  which  the  customer  derives  from 
the  service.  Thus  where  farmers  in  the  west  were  shipping 
their  grain  for  sale  to  the  eastern  markets,  and  they  com- 
plained of  the  freight  rates  because  after  paying  the  rates 
they  could  not  always  realize  the  cost  of  production,  the 
Commission  held  that  the  freight  rates  could  not  be  so 
limited  that  the  shipper  should  always  be  able  to  realize 
a  profit,  while  they  also  held  that  the  charges  should  have 
a  reasonable  relation  to  the  cost  of  production  and  the 
advantage  obtained  by  the  producer  from  the  shipment.** 
"Unfortimate  it  may  be,  but  still  of  necessity  the  claims 
of  the  shipper  must  wait  upon  the  rights  of  those  whose 
services  he  employs  and  whose  property  he  uses.  The 
employees  who  run  the  train  may  have  neither  brick,  com 
nor  railroad  investment,  but  they  must  be  paid  for  their 
services.  The  road  must  be  repaired  and  bridges  mended. 
Actual  and  honest  investment  must  receive  fair  reward. 
All  this  must  be  paid  before  the  profits  or  actual  cost  of 
producers  are  paid  unless  the  services  and  property  of 
others  are  to  be  appropriated  to  the  use  of  those  who  for 

*  Vulcsan  Detinning  Co.  v.  U.  P.  »  Bemheim  &  Co.  v.  O.  R.  R.  A 

R.  R.  Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  d3.  N.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  156. 

"*  Union  Pacific  Tea  Co.  v.  Penn.  *^  In  re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food 

R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  545.  Products,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  »3,  4  I. 
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the  time  may  be  engaged  in  an  unprofitable  business  or 
disadvantageously  located  industry.  We  think  it  is  true 
that  at  the  prices  which  have  at  times  prevailed  since  the 
gathering  of  the  last  crop,  com  from  the  most  distant  fields 
could  not  be  marketed  at  actual  cost  of  production  and 
pay  reasonable  rates.  But  the  evil  cannot  be  remedied 
without  taking  the  services  or  property  of  men  engaged  in 
one  business  or  employment  and  transferring  them  to  those 
engaged  in  other  employments.  To  make  such  transfer  is  a 
prerogative  not  to  be  exercised  by  any  tribimal."  '^ 


§  438.  Traffic  will  continue  to  move  at  unfair  rates. 

From  a  legal  point  of  view  it  is  a  conclusive  answer  to 
the  economic  argument,  that  people  will  continue  to  ship 
goods  even  at  unfair  rates:  ^^  "When,  therefore,  these 
traffic  managers  met  in  New  York  and  determined  to  ad- 
vance these  rates,  they  simply  laid  upon  the  people  of 
this  coimtry  a  tax  of  2  1-2  cents  per  hundred  pounds. 
If  they  were  entitled  to  it,  that  action  was  justified;  other- 
wise it  was  imjustified.  The  fact  that  the  traffic  still  moves, 
that  people  still  eat  flour  and  commeal,  does  not  by  any 
means  conclusively  show  that  the  rate  is  reasonable.  As 
we  have  already  said,  the  reasonableness  of  every  rate 
may  be  presented  in  two  aspects:  First,  is  it  reasonable 
as  tested  by  cost  of  service,  by  comparison  with  other 
rates,  with  respect  often  to  conmiercial  conditions?  Second, 
is  it  reasonable  as  a  tax  imposed  by  a  public  servant  for 
the  performance  of  a  quasi-public  duty?''  ^^ 


**An  dement  of  importance  in 
the  fixing  of  rates  is  the  value  of 
the  article  shipped,  since  it  affects 
the  value  of  service  to  the  shipper. 
When,  however,  the  carrier  has  es- 
tablished a  reasonable  rate  on  a 
t^Yea  commodity,  it  cannot  be  re- 
quired to  change  that  rate  to  accord 
with  the  differing  values  of  the  com- 
modity produced  by  various  shippers. 


Hafey  v.  St.  L.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.,  16  I. 
C.  C.  246. 

**  Re  Proposed  Advances  in  Freight 
Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

**  While  the  fact  that  traffic  moves 
freely  has  some  bearing  upon  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rates,  it  is  not 
true  that  merely  because  traffic  does 
not  move  the  rates  are  therefore  un- 
reasonable. R.  R.  Com'rs  of  Fla.  v. 
S.  Exp.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  634. 
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§  439.  Worth  of  the  service  to  the  owners. 

A  railway  may  not  impose  an  unreasonable  rate  merely 
because  the  business  of  the  shipper  is  so  profitable  that  he 
can  pay  it.'^  Certainly,  a  rate  that  nearly  approaches  the 
value  of  the  shipment  is  suggestive  of  error,  or  inadvertence, 
in  the  adjustment.^  However,  it  is  unsound  to  say  that, 
except  for  increased  risk,  rates  upon  cheap  and  valuable 
commodities  should  be  the  same.*^  In  other  words,  while 
it  is  a  matter  to  be  taken  into  account,  the  value  of  a  com- 
modity is  not  controlling;  and  while  an  increase  in  value 
may  be  considered  in  advancing  rates,  there  is  a  general 
rule  against  charging  what  trafiSc  will  bear.**  The  Com- 
mission, therefore,  is  clear  enough  that  rates  cannot  be 
made  solely  with  reference  to  the  value  of  the  article  trans- 
ported.^ But  it  has  said,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  ad 
valorem  principle  of  rate  making  can  never  be  altogether 
ignored.^  Therefore,  the  quaUty  of  a  commodity  is  to 
be  considered  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  the 
rate.^  And,  generally  speaking,  value  must  be  taken  into  • 
consideration  in  framing  classifications.'  But  minute 
variations  in  value  cannot  be  precisely  reflected  in  classifi- 
cation.^ A  rate  cannot  be  based  upon  the  use  to  which  an 
article  is  put,  even  if  that  use  makes  it  more  valuable  to 
its  owners.^  And  to  adjust  rates  to  fluctuate  correspond- 
ingly with  the  values  of  products  moving  under  them  is 
impossible.^  It  is  for  this  reason  that  there  can  be  no  jus- 
tification for  special  rates  on  unsalable  goods.^    The  Com- 


•*  R.  R.  Com.  of  Kans.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  407. 

"*Beekmaii  Lumber  Co.  v.  St. 
L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  274. 

"  Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  S.  Ry., 
26  I.  C.  C.  159. 

^National  Hay  Ass'n  v.  M.  C. 
R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  34. 

"*  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  Western 
Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  307. 

1  Rosenblatt  &  Sons  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 
Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  447. 
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*  Browne  Grain  Co.  v.  F.  W.  & 
R.  G.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  410. 

» Ford  Co.  V.  M.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C. 
C.507. 

<  W.  E.  Caldwell  Co.  v.  C.  I.  & 
L.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  412. 

&  VirginiarCarolina  Chemical  Co. 
V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  394. 

*Ponchatoula  Fanners'  Ass'n  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  L  C.  C.  R.  613. 

^In  re  Reduced  Rates,  on  Re- 
turned Shipments,  19  I.  C.  C.  409. 
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mission  has  never  accepted  the  theory  that  if  traffic  moves 
freely  mider  a  given  rate,  that  is  the  best  test  of  reasonable- 
ness of  rate;  still  it  has  always  deemed  the  state  of  an  in- 
dustry a  pertinent  fact  in  considering  reasonableness  of 
its  rates.* 


§  440.  Treating  the  schedule  as  a  whole. 

The  Commission  has  said  that  it  has  no  authority  to 
establish  a  general  schedule  of  rates,  but  must  deal  with 
the  interstq^te  rates  of  this  country,  although  they  have 
not  been  estabhshed  upon  any  consistent  theory,  as  it 
finds  them.*  What  the  Commission  takes  off  in  one  place 
it  cannot  add  in  another,  treating  railways  of  the  country 
as  one  system.  Unless,  therefore,  the  general  result  of 
all  rates  of  the  company  in  question  is  to  yield  an  undue 
revenue  to  the  carrier,  the  Commission  should  not  reduce 
a  particular  rate  simply  because  it  might  think,  if  estab- 
lishing that  rate  de  now  as  part  of  the  general  scheme,  that 
it  ought  to  be  somewhat  lower  or  somewhat  higher  in 
proportion  to  others,^®  The  rate  attacked  must  be  so  out 
of  proportion  as  to  be  unreasonable,  or  must  so  discriminate 
as  to  be  undue,  or  must  be  unlawful  for  some  other  special 
reason.  ^^  Certainly  an  unreasonable  rate  cannot  be  per- 
mitted, simply  because  the  entire  result  of  company's  opera- 
tions might  not  be  as  favorable  as  would  otherwise  be 
proper.  ^^  And  no  change  will  be  made  by  the  Commission 
if  the  rate  involved  appears  already  to  be  paying  its  due 
share  of  the  value  of  the  service.^'  A  just  and  reasonable 
rate  must  be  one  which  respects  alike  the  carrier's  deserts 
and  the  character  of  the  traffic.    The  words  ''just  and  rea- 

« In  re  Tiunsportation  of  Wool,  City  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19 1.  C.  C. 

Hides,  and  Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C.  151.  218. 

*  Advance  in  Rates  Cases  of  1910,  ^*  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  West- 

20  I.  C.  C.  243,  306.  em  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  307. 

^°  Five  Per  Cent  Cases  of   1914,  "  In  re  Investigation  of  Advances 

Aug.  2  and  Dec.  18,  1914.  in  Rates  on  Cement,  20  I.  C.  C.  R. 

"Commereial  Club  of  Salt  Lake  588. 
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sonable"  imply  the  implication  of  good  faith  and  fairness, 
of  common  sense  and  a  sense  of  justice  to  a  given  condition 
of  facts.  They  are  not  fixed,  unalterable,  mathematical 
terms;  their  meaning  implies  the  exercise  of  judg- 
ment.-*^ 

§  441.  Doctrine  hardly  applicable  to  passenger  fares. 

Charging  what  the  traffic  will  bear  has  obviously  very 
little  scope  in  justifjring  differences  in  passenger  fares. 
Plainly  rich  men  cannot  be  charged  more  than  poor,  nor 
men  with  important  engagements  more  than  people  who 
have  no  business  interests;  but  then  these  would  be  forbid- 
den as  personal  discriminations.  However,  the  principle 
has  some  operation  in  making  up  a  schedule  of  passenger 
fares  for  a  railroad  system.  Thus  suburban  fares  for  a 
considerable  zone  aroimd  a  large  city  are  placed  at  con- 
siderably lower  rates  per  mile  than  for  long  distance  runs. 
The  real  reason  is  that  a  heavy  passenger  traffic  to  suburban 
points  could  not  be  developed  at  the  average  mileage  rate 
for  the  system.  So  long  as  this  is  a  remimerative  business 
it  would  seem  that  it  is  better  for  the  whole  traffic  that 
these  concessions  should  be  made.  In  one  case  before 
the  Commission  ^^  it  was  said:  "The  granting  of  commuta- 
tion rates  for  suburban  travel  is  quite  general  and  such  rates 
are  defensible  on  various  grounds.  They  tend  to  benefit 
the  public  by  permitting  and  inducing  residence  at  con- 
siderable distance  from  the  place  of  occupation,  thus  aid- 
ing the  territorial  growth  of  cities  and  relieving  their  con- 
gested districts.  So  far  as  they  have  that  effect  such  rates 
in  turn  benefit  the  railways  by  seeming  business  that  other- 
wise would  not  exist  and  revenue  not  otherwise  obtain- 
able." " 

*^  Advances  on  Ck>al  to  Lake  Ports,  >*See     the     later    Commutation 

22  I.  C.  C.  604.  Rate  Cases,  21  I.  C.  C.  428  (New 

^•Sprigg  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  Ry.,  York    City-New    Jersey)    and    27 
8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  443;  see  Washington  I.  C.  C.  549  (New  York  City-Con- 
Suburban  Rates,   26  I.   C.  C.  398  necticut). 
and  cases  cited. 

[380] 


Value  of  Service  Received  [  §  442 

Topic  B,    Rates  Reasonable  Per  Se 

§  442.  Carrier  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation. 

The  carrier  is  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation  for 
his  services;  and  if  there  is  no  agreement  as  to  the  amount 
he  may  recover  what  the  services  are  worth.  To  a  certain 
extent  there  are  external  standards  as  to  what  constitutes 
a  fair  rate  in  that  community  for  a  given  service,  so  that 
it  might  often  be  possible  to  say  of  a  particular  rate  de- 
manded by  a  particular  public  service  company  that  it 
was  reasonable  or  imreasonable  in  itself.  Where  there  are 
such  standards  the  rate  which  the  company  has  established 
to  meet  its  own  policies  or  necessities  must  yield  somewhat. 
But  does  it  follow  that  if  the  rates  of  a  certain  company 
are  no  higher  than  these  standard  rates  that  it  may  justify 
any  profits,  however  large,  which  may  result  from  its  busi- 
ness? It  would  seem  that  this  is  a  situation  where  one  or 
the  other  fundamental  limitations  upon  a  public  service  com- 
pany must  be  applied,  since  the  public  is  entitled  to  pro- 
tection in  either  case.  Thus  no  pubUc  service  company, 
whatever  its  necessities,  can  charge  the  public  more  than 
reasonable  rates;  while  if  it  is  making  exorbitant  dividends 
it  is  not  open  to  it  to  urge  that  its  rates  are  not  above  the 
ordinary.  Reasonable  compensation  for  the  service  ac- 
tually rendered  is  all  that  a  common  carrier  is  permitted 
to  exact.  *^  This  is  the  upper  limit  of  his  charge,  as  the 
Commission  has  pointed  out;  on  the  other  hand,  he  is  en- 
titled to  no  more  than  a  reasonable  and  fair  return  for  his 
labor  and  his  capital  invested.^*  The  question  of  the  rea- 
sonableness of  a  rate  is  always  one  of  fact.^*  And  this 
must  be  determined  upon  every  complaint;  for,  as  the 
Commission  always  insists,  every  shipper  is  entitled  to 
reasonable  rates.  ^    Generally  speaking  the  rate  attacked 

"  Coxe  V.  Lehigh  R.  R.,  3  Int.  »  Kansas  City  Ass'n  v.  M.  P.  Ry., 

CJom.  Rep.  460,  4  I.  C.  C.  535.  14  I.  C.  C.  597. 

"  Brabham  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.,  *  Com  Belt  Meat  Producers'  Ass'n 

11 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  464.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  G.  376. 
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must  be  so  out  of  proportion  as  to  be  unreasonable,  or 
must  so  discriminate  as  to  be  imdue.^^ 

§  443.  General  principles  as  to  reasonableness. 

A  variety  of  practical  considerations  must  enter  into 
making  of  freight  rates  and  determine  to  a  great  extent 
whether  rates  are  reasonable.**  The  earnings  and  ex- 
penses of  operating,  rates  charged  upon  the  same  commod- 
ity upon  other  roads  as  nearly  similarly  situated  as  may 
be,  the  diversities  between  the  railroad  in  question  and 
such  other  roads,  the  relative  amount  of  through  and  local 
business,  the  proportion  borne  by  the  commodity  in  ques- 
tion to  the  remainder  of  the  local  traffic,  the  market  value 
of  the  commodity  and  its  gradual  reduction,  the  reductions 
made  by  the  carrier  upon  other  articles  which  are  con- 
sumed and  necessarily  required  by  the  producers  of  the 
article  in  question,  and  all  other  circmnstances  affecting 
the  traffic  of  itself  and  as  related  to  other  considerations, 
enter  into  the  charges  of  the  carrier.*'  All  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances  must  be  considered  as  well  as  the 
rights  of  the  shipper;  and  if  these  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions are  so  compulsory  or  imperious  that  they  fairly  and 
justly  exercise  any  controlling  influence  in  the  making  of 
the  rate,  they  cannot  be  disregarded  in  a  proceeding  in 
which  the  reasonableness  and  justness  of  the  rate  is  pre- 
sented for  determination.*^  In  passing  upon  the  reasonable- 
ness or  rates,  the  question  whether  they  afford  the  carrier 
a  proper  return  for  the  service  rendered  is  to  be  con- 
sidered, as  well  as  the  result  of  the  business  to  the  shipper 
or  producer  of  the  traffic.*^  Under  no  circumstances  should 
they  be  so  low  as  to  impose  a  burden  on  other  traffic.*^ 

"  Hilton  Lumber  Ck).  v.  Wilming-  go,  S.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com. 

ton  &  W.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C.  17.  Rep.  41,  2  I.  C.  C.  52. 

**Gu8tin  V.  A.  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  "Loud   v.    South   Carolina   Ry., 

8  I.  C.  C.  277.  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  205,  5  I.  C.  C.  529. 

"  Evans  v.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  »  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food 

Co.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  641,  1  I.  C.  C.  Products,  3  Int.  Cora.  Rep.  93,  4 

325.  I.  C.  C.  48. 

'^Buniness  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chica- 
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But  a  railroad  under  the  Act  cannot  be  compelled  to 
increase  its  rates,  though  they  are  so.  low  as  to  be  ruinous 
to  itself  or  its  rivals.  The  provision  that  all  rates  shall  be 
just  and  reasonable,  was  intended  for  the  protection  of  the 
general  public,  and  not  for  that  of  the  carrier  against  the 
action  of  its  own  officers  or  the  action  of  rivals.^  The 
Commission  is  authorized  to  condemn  an  existing  rate  and 
prescribe  a  reasonable  maximum  rate  to  be  charged  in  the 
futiue,  only  when  upon  consideration  of  all  the  facts, 
circumstances  and  conditions  appearing,  it  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  rate  complained  of  is  unreasonable  or 
unjust." 

§  444.  Customary  rate  presumably  reasonable. 

A  railroad  company  by  putting  in  force  and  continuing 
in  force  a  rate  of  charges,  furnishes  evidence  that  the  rate 
is  profitable,  and  if  it  increases  a  long-established  rate,  the 
new  rate  will  be  presumed  to  be  imreasonably  high.^ 
So  where  a  certain  rate  had  been  long  established  for 
delivery  in  New  York,  and  the  railroad  company  changed 
its  practice  and  made  delivery  in  Jersey  City,  but  charged 
the  same  rate,  this  rate,  being  for  less  service,  was  held 
prima  fade  unreasonable.^  Where  carrier  voluntarily  main- 
tained a  rate  between  certain  points  for  a  long  period  of 
time,  the  presumption  is  that  such  rate  is  reasonable;  and 
where  a  long-established  rate  is  raised  for  a  short  period, 
and  then  voluntarily  reduced  to  the  former  point,  the 
presumption  is  that  the  advanced  rate  is  unreasonable.^^ 
But  a  former  special  rate  is  not  a  fair  test  of  the  reason- 


»  Re  Chicago,  S.  P.  &  K.  C.  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  137. 

«  MarshaU  OU  Co.  v.  C.  A  N.  W. 
Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  210. 

^  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food 
Products,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  93,  4 
I.  C.  C.  48;  Coxe  v.  Lehigh  Valley 
R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  460,  4  I.  C. 
C.  535;  Raiboad  Commission  v. 
Savannah,  F.  &  W.  Ry.,  3  Int.  Cora. 


Rep.  688,  5  I.  C.  C.  13;  National 
Hay  Ass'n  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  264;  Central 
Yellow  Pine  Assoc,  v.  Illinois  Central 
R.  R.,  10  L  C.  C.  Rep.  505;  Tift  v. 
Southern  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  548. 

*>  Truck  Farmers'  Ass'n  v.  North- 
eastern R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  295. 

'^  Sunderland  Brothers  Co.  v. 
P.  M.  R.  R.,  16 1.  C.  C.  450. 
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ableness  of  present  rates,  the  Act  having  abolished  special 
and  preferred  rates.'' .  And,  as  the  Commission  has  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  over  interstate  rates,  it  is  not  necessarily 
boimd  to  follow  decisions  of  State  conmiissions."  There 
may  be  a  presumption  that  rates  fixed  by  a  State  conunia- 
sion  are  reasonable,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
railroad  companies  to  show  the  contrary,  but  the  pie- 
sumption  is  not  binding  upon  the  Interstate  Conmiission.'^ 
In  comparing  rates  it  is  to  be  noted  that  traffic  demanding 
special  service  is  not  justly  compared  with  traffic  not 
asking  such  consideration.'^  The  public  is  entitled  to 
depend,  within  bounds,  upon  the  continuance  of  rates  when 
they  are  once  established. '^  It  has  often  been  pointed  out 
that  the  long  existence  of  a  rate  prejudices  an  advance. '^ 
For  that  reason  among  others,  an  advanced  rate  in  the 
absence  of  good  showing  by  the  carriers  tending  to  justify 
the  advance,  will  be  presumed  to  be  unreasonable. '^ 
But  while  it  is  always  persuasive,  yet  it  is  not  conclusive 
that,  because  rates  were  lower  at  one  time,  the  present 
rates  are  unreasonable. '^ 

§  446.  Rates  unreasonable  in  themselves. 

Occasionally  a  case  will  come  up  when  the  competition 
between  the  principle  of  protecting  the  carrier  in  its  fair 
return  and  the  principle  that  no  more  than  a  reasonable 
charge  should  be  exacted  from  the  shipper  is  not  a  difficult 
issue  to  decide.  For  sometimes  the  unreasonable  character 
of  the  charge  exacted  will  be  so  apparent  that  the  case  for 
the  shipper  will  be  xmaffected  by  the  most  skillful  argu- 

"  Myers    v.     Pennsylvania    Ck>.,  **  Western  Oregon  Lumber  v.  S. 

2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  403,  2  I.  C.  C.  573.  P.  Co.,  14  I.  C.  C.  61. 

**  Railroad    Conmiission   of   Wis-  "  Memphis  Frdght  Bureau  v.  L. 

connn  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  &  N.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  402. 

C.  85.  "  Sunderland  Bros.  Co.  v.  P.  M. 

>«  Brabham  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  450. 

R.,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  464.  **  Lagomarcino-Grup    Co.     v.     I. 

"  Waco  Freight  Bureau  v.  H.  &  C.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  151. 
T.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  22 
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ment  for  the  carrier.  Thus  in  one  case  under  examination 
by  the  Commission,^  the  raiht>ad  company  met  the 
charge  that  the  rate  established  was  unreasonable  by 
attempting  to  show  that  they  were  earning  no  more  than 
a  fair  return.  But  the  Commission,  in  holding  for  the 
complainant,  seized  upon  the  obvious  fact  that  the  rates 
were  plainly  imreasonable  in  themselves.  On  that  point 
it  was  said:  ''In  the  fiscal  year  which  had  just  closed  when 
this  proceeding  was  commenced,  the  average  rate  received 
by  the  railway  companies  of  the  United  States  for  hauling 
one  ton  of  freight  one  mile,  was  less  than  1  cent.  The 
average  received  by  the  railway  companies,  including  the 
defendants,  operating  in  the  territorial  group  composed  of 
the  States  of  Arkansas,  Missouri,  Kansas,  parts  of  the 
States  of  Colorado  and  Texas,  and  Indian  and  Oklahoma 
Territories,  and  part  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico,  was 
less  than  1.2  cents.  The  Eiureka  Springs  Railway  Com- 
pany received  more  than  10  cents  per  ton  per  mile,  which 
is  about  nine  times  the  average  amount  received  by  the 
railway  companies  operating  lines  in  said  States  and 
Territories  so  grouped,  because  of  similarity  of,  or  in  re- 
spect to,  density  of  population,  topography  and  natiue  of 
the  coimtry,  character  of  industries  served  by  railwayB, 
and  other  characteristics  affecting  the  question  of  the  cost 
and  reasonable  compensation  for  railway  service."  *^ 


*Caiy  V.  Eurdca  Springs  Ry., 
7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  286. 

Nine  mills  per  ton  per  mile  is  gen- 
erally speaking  too  high  a  rate  nor- 
maUy  for  low  grade  freight  on  longish 
haub.  Winston-Salem  v.  Norfolk  A, 
W.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  12. 

^'A  rate  unreasonable  in  itself 
to  the  petBon  served  cannot  stand. 
See  New  Orleans  C.  Ex.  v.  Cincin* 
nati,  N.  0.  A  T.  P.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
289,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  375;  Gary  v. 
Eureka  Springs  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 


25 


The  Commission  is  not  ready  to 
aco^t  the  theory  that  rates  may  be 
lawfully  and  reasonably  increased 
by  progressive  advances  as  long  as 
the  traffic  moves  freely,  and  until 
the  highest  point  under  which  the 
traffic  will  move  freely  is  reached; 
some  traffic  will  move,  and  reason- 
ably freely,  up  to  the  point  where 
the  rate  becomes  prohibitive.  Com* 
mereial  Club  of  Omaha  v.  Anderson 
A  Saline  River  Co.,  18  I.  C.  C. 
632. 
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§  446.  What  makes  rates  unreasonable? 

Upon  a  complaint  to  the  Commission  for  reduction  of 
rates  the  burden  is  on  the  complainant  to  establish  his 
case;  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that  charges  assailed  as 
unreasonable  are  so  and  ought  to  be  reduced.^^  The 
reasonableness  of  a  rate  must  of  necessity  depend  upon 
the  conditions  surroimding  the  traffic  at  the  time  it  moves. 
The  length  of  the  haul,  the  competition  to  be  met,  the 
cost  of  the  service,  the  value  of  the  service,  the  density  or 
volume  of  the  tonnage,  as  well  as  the  general  transporta- 
tion conditions  then  existing,  are  factors  that  have  a  more 
or  less  definite  relation  to  the  rate  that  a  carrier  may 
reasonably  demand  for  a  transportation  service.  And 
these  factors,  except,  possibly,  the  length  of  the  haul,  the 
grades  and  other  transportation  conditions,  are  in  their 
nature  neither  permanent,  nor  fixed,  but  necessarily  change 
with  the  general  economic  panorama.*'  Where  a  change  of 
rates  would  involve  a  reduction  of  rates  on  other  competing 
lines  not  parties  to  the  proceeding,  and  unsettle  relative 
rates  in  a  lai^e  extent  of  territory,  such  a  change  ought 
not  to  be  made  unless  based  upon  clear  grounds.**  While, 
as  has  been  seen,  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate  may  be 
tested  by  comparison  with  similar  rates,  such  comparison 
alone,  without  other  evidence,  will  not  justify  the  conclu- 
sion that  a  rate  is  unreasonable.*^  The  Commission  recog- 
nizes, therefore,  that  there  can  be  no  rule  by  which  a  set 
absolute  maxunum  Ihnit  of  reasonableness  can  be  fixed 
with  certainty  of  a  demonstration;  it  all  depends  upon  the 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  adduced  in  accordance  with 

«« Lincoln  Creamery  v.  Union  P.         ♦*  Alien  v.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Ck)., 

Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  794,  ^  I-  C.  C.  106  Fed.  265;  Interstate  Commerce 

156;  Dmican  v.  AtchiBon,  T.  &  S.  Commission  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  S. 

F.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  86.  L.  Ry.,  120  Fed.  934,  67  I.  C.  C.  A. 

«*  Memphis    Cotton    Oil    Co.    v.  224;   Kentucky   R.   R.   Com'rs   v. 

I.  C.  C.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  313,  318.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  7  I. 

^*  Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  A,  P.  C.  C.  Rep.  380;  Chattanooga  Cham- 

Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  298,  2  I.  C.  C.  ber  of  Commerce  v.  Southern  Ry., 

389;  and  see  Dallas  Freic^t  Bureau  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  111. 
V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  8 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  33. 
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principles  of  law  applicable  to  the  determination  of  facts. 
Therefore,  when  in  1910  by  the  Mann  Act,  the  burden  of 
establishing  the  reasonableness  of  an  advance  was  shifted 
to  the  carrier,  a  change  of  great  unportance  was  made  m 
the  administration  of  the  law,  although  the  burden  still 
rests  upon  a  complainant  seeking  to  have  a  rate  reduced.^ 

§  447.  Current  rates  for  otiier  transportatioiL 

It  would  seem  that  while  not  the  legal  measure  of  proper 
charge,  the  current  rates  for  other  transportation  within 
the  same  territory  by  the  company  in  question  or  by  other 
companies  performing  similar  services,  is  evidence  which 
will  fimiish  a  teat  for  the  value  of  the  particular  services 
in  question.  This  was  one  of  the  strongest  aif^uments 
brought  forward  in  the  "Naval  Stores  Case,"  ^  to  show 
that  the  Savannah  rates  were  themselves  unreasonable. 
A  part  of  the  language  of  Judge  Speer  on  this  point  is 
quoted  to  show  this  method  of  testing  the  reasonableness 
of  rates  by  comparison  of  hauls  on  other  lines  sunilarly 
situated  fairly  comparable  with  the  distances  involved. 
"In  every  instance  the  average  distance  on  the  roads 
last  mentioned  to  the  point  of  destination  is  much  greater 
than  the  average  distance  from  Pensacola  &  Atlantic 
stations  to  Savannah,  and  yet  the  rate  is  invariably  much 
less.  We  find  that  it  costs  more  to  ship  cotton  from  River 
Jimction  to  Savannah,  259  miles,  than  it  does  to  ship 
cotton  from  Sneads,  a  station  on  the  Pensacola  &  Atlantic, 
6  miles  from  River  Jimction,  to  New  York,  a  distance  of 
1,173  miles,  or  from  the  most  distant  point  in  Mississippi 
to  Norfolk,  1,154  miles.  The  facts  ascertained  by  the 
Commission  and  herein  set  forth  are  of  the  highest  sig- 
nificance. In  the  absence  of  satisfactory  reply  by  the 
respondents,  they  must  control  the  action  of  the  court."  ^ 

^Anadarko   Cotton   Oil    Co.    v.  ^See,    also,    Freight    Bureau    v. 

A.,  T.  A  8.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  43.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  R.  Ry.,  6  L 

^  Interstate  Com.  Com.  v.  Louis-  C.  C.  Rep.  195. 
ville  A;  N.  Ry.,  118  Fed.  613. 
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§  448.  Comparison  with  other  rates. 

Where  the  reasonableness  of  rates  is  in  question,  com- 
parison thereof  may  be  made,  not  only  with  rates  on  an- 
other line  of  the  same  carrier,  but  also  with  those  on  the 
lines  of  other  and  distinct  carriers.'®  But  in  determining 
the  reasonableness  of  rates  a  comparison  of  one  isolated 
rate  with  another  is  not  sufficient;  the  whole  field  must 
be  considered  in  order  to  approximate  justice,  and  at 
best  the  result  cannot  be  regarded  as  other  than  an  ap- 
proximation.^ Thus  the  unreasonableness  of  a  rate  for 
mUeage  tickets  cannot  be  proved  by  showing  that  it  is 
higher  than  the  rate  for  commutation  tickets.^^  And  a 
finding  that  the  rates  charged  by  railroads  for  shipments 
to  a  particular  point  are  unieasonable  in  themselves  can- 
not properly  be  based  on  evidence  which  only  tends  to 
show  that  they  are  too  high  as  compared  with  the  rates 
charged  between  the  initial  points  and  one  or  two  other 
points.  ^^  Any  comparison  of  rates  must  first  be  shown 
to  be  proper  by  establishing  a  similarity  in  the  rates  com- 
pared.^' Thus  rates  on  branch  lines  and  main  lines  cannot 
be  compared,  because  of  this  dissintiilarity  of  conditions.  ^^ 
Nor  can  rates  in  different  sections  of  the  coimtry  be  used 
in  comparison,  because  of  the  difference  in  costs.  ^^  Rates 
in  different  directions  cannot  be  compared,  because 
it  may  be  more  advantageous  to  move  traffic  in  one 
direction.^    Of  course,  even  in  a  case  of  adnutted  simi- 


^  Cincinnati  Freight  Bureau  v. 
Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  4 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  592,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
195;  Morrell  v.  Union  Pac.  Ry.,  4 
Int  Com.  Rep.  469,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
121. 

■•HoweU  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  162, 
2  I.  C.  C.  272. 

'^Amoc.  of  Wholesale  Grocers  v. 
Minouri  Pac.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
321,  1 1.  C.  C.  323. 

**  Interstate   Commerce    Commis- 
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sion  V.  Nashville,  C.  &  S.  L.  Ry., 
120  Fed.  934,  57  C.  C.  A.  224. 

**  Evans  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry., 
6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  520. 

»« Northwestern  la.  G.  &  S.  S. 
Assoc,  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  431, 2 1.  C.  C.  604. 

**  Morrell  v.  Union  Pacsific  Ry., 
4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  469,  6  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  121. 

^Duncan  v.  Atchison,  T.  A  S. 
F.  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  385, 
6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  85. 
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larity,  the  difference  in  rates  may  be  explained,  as  where 
the  lower  rate  is  a  violation  of  the  Act;  ^^  or  where  the 
lower  rate  was  given  by  mistake,  which  the  carrier  is 
endeavoring  to  correct.^  However,  when  all  is  said,  one  of 
the  most  satisfactory  tests  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  rates 
of  one  carrier  is  a  comparison  with  the  rates  of  other 
carriers  operating  in  the  same  territory  under  the  same 
general  conditions.^  But,  before  the  Conomission  can  con- 
clude that  a  rate  on  a  given  commodity  is  too  high,  be- 
cause it  is  higher  than  some  other  rate  named,  it  must 
know  that  the  route  selected  as  the  standard  for  a  com- 
parison is  a  reasonable  and  a  fair  one.*^ 

§  449.  Evidence  inadmissible  unless  conditions  are  similar. 
This  comparison  cannot  be  made,  however,  without  con- 
sidering diflsimilar  conditions;  and  conditions  may  be 
so  HinRJnnilftr  that  no  Comparison  would  be  proper.  Thus 
in  the  case  of  Hooper  v.  Chicago,  Milwaukee  and  St. 
Paul  Railway,'^  Mr.  Justice  Kinne  said:  ''Evidence  was 
admitted  as  to  the  charges  made  by  defendant  in  other 
States,  but  the  court  excluded  evidence  as  to  rates  charged 
by  other  companies  in  other  States  and  other  roads  in  this 
State.  The  questions  asked  touching  these  matters  were 
very  numerous,  and  cannot  all  be  set  out  here.  In  each 
esse,  however,  the  offered  testimony  was  properly  ex- 
cluded because  it  was  not  shown  that  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  were  substantially  the  same  as  to  the  road 
inquired  about  as  in  the  case  at  bar.  One  or  two  questions 
wiU  serve  to  illustrate:  'Will  you  state  to  the  coiurt  the 

nSquire  t.  Michigan  Central  R.  *^ Darling  &  Go.  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R., 

R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  615,  4  I.  C.  C.  15  I.  C.  C.  79. 

611.  »  01  Iowa,  639,  60  N.  W.  487. 

■■Rea  v.  Mobile  &  O.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  In   .order   to    sustain    reasonable 

C.  43.  rates   to   intermediate   points,    un- 

""Cbamber  of  Commerce  of  Mil-  reasonable  rates  between  more  dis- 

waxikee  v.  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  tant    points    cannot    be    sustained. 

C.  460.  Norfolk  &  W.  Ry.  v.  United  States, 

196  Fed.  953. 
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rates  that  were  being  charged  at  that  time  in  the  differ- 
ent States  of  the  Northwest  on  the  different  roads?"  'State 
what  was  the  charge  of  the  different  roads  in  Iowa  for  the 
transportation  of  line  in  1888.'  It  requires  no. argument 
to  show  that  the  charges  for  carrying  a  like  conunodity 
on  another  road  in  Iowa  or  elsewhere  would  have  no 
tendency  to  show  the  reasonableness  of  defendant's  charges 
for  a  shipment  of  lime  from  Maquoketa  to  Sioux  City, 
Iowa,  imless  the  circumstances  which  must  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  fixing  the  rate  inquired  about  are  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  those  applying  to  the  road  in  con- 
troversy. The  proper  foimdation  for  the  introduction  of 
such  evidence,  even  if  admissible,  was  not  laid."  •* 


§  460.  Comparison  of  rates  between  different  localities. 

The  rules  against  undue  preference  and  their  linutations 
have  often  been  stated.*'  The  C!ommission  does  not  ac- 
cept the  theory  that  one  carrier's  rate  is  unreasonable 
simply  and  solely  because  another  carrier  had  at  the  time 
a  lower  rate;  for  what  is  reasonable  for  one  carrier  may 
not  be  reasonable  for  another.**  Freight  rates  are  con- 
trolled by  various  and  varying  conditions;  and,  therefore, 
rates  in  one  section  furnish  no  reliable  standard  by  which 
to  measure  the  reasonableness  of  rates  in  another  section, 
where  dissimilar  conditions  prevail.*^  Rates  can  seldom 
be  tested,  even  as  to  their  reasonableness,  strictly  by 
themselves,  but  must  be  considered  to  an  extent  in  refer- 
ence to  their  environment.**    The  unreasonableness  of  a 


*' Compare  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  Louisville  &  N.  Ry., 
73  Fed.  409. 

It  IS  not  within  the  authority  of 
the  Commission  to  reduce  rates 
not  merely  against  the  wdght  of 
the  evidence  produced  to  sustain 
them,  but  without  an3rthing  sub- 
stantial to  warrant  the  conclusion 
reached  or  the  reasons  assigned 
therefor.     Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  v. 

[390] 


Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
195  Fed.  541. 

•*  Morrell  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry., 
6  I.  C.  C.  121. 

"  Swift  &  Co.  V.  C.  A;  A.  R.  R., 
16  I.  C.  C.  426. 

**Acme  Cement  Plaster  Co.  ▼. 
L.  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  171  C.  C.  30. 

""  Southwestern  Missouri  Millera' 
Club  V.  M.,  K.  A  T.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  a 
422. 
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rate  cannot  be  established  by  comparison  with  rates  on 
other  lines  operating  in  different  territory,  where  no  evi- 
dence is  offered  to  explain  the  conditions  under  which 
such  rates  were  established,  or  to  compare  the  circum- 
stances of  carriage  in  such  other  territory  with  the  move- 
ment between  the  points  in  question.*^  Before  the  Com- 
mission can  conclude  that  a  rate  on  a  given  commodity 
is  too  high,  because  it  is  higher  than  some  other  rate 
named,  it  must  know  that  the  rate  selected  as  the  standard 
of  comparison  is  a  reasonable  and  a  fair  one.**  Certainly, 
the  unreasonableness  of  the  rate  is  not  established  by  evi- 
dence merely  showing  that  a  lower  rate  is  in  effect  over 
another  route.**  And  a  commodity  rate  to  one  point 
over  one  line  affords  no  basis  of  comparison  with  a  higher 
class  rate  to  a  longer  distance  point  over  two  lines.^**  It 
follows  that  the  fact  that  the  cost  by  rail  is  higher  than  by 
boat,  does  not  establish  unreasonableness  of  the  rail  rate.^^ 

§  461.  Usual  rates  govern  passenger  fares. 

The  principle  of  permitting  the  railroads  under  ordinary 
circumstances  to  charge  usual  rates  of  fare  is  particularly 
useful  in  dealing  with  the  validity  of  passenger  fares. 
There  are  certain  standards  of  what  will  constitute  a 
not  unreasonable  charge  per  mile  for  a  passenger  in  most 
communities  which  it  can  hardly  be  shown  to  be  unreason- 
able to  maintain.  Thus  in  one  proceeding^*  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  said:  ''We  cannot  fibad  upon 
this  record  that  $1.10  is  an  unreasonable  charge  from  Nia- 
gara-on-the-Lake  to  Buffalo.  This  is  a  branch  line  of  the 
defendant  and  the  case  does  not  show  density  of  traffic, 

^  Cratcfafield  &  Woolfolk  v.  L.  &  ^  WeUs-Higman  Ck>.  v.  St.  L.,  I. 

N.  R.  R.,  14 1.  C.  C.  668.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  176. 

*>  Darling  A;  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  ^^  Louisville  Cotton  Seed  Products 

15  I.  C.  C.  79.  Co.  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C. 

•Ohio  lion  A  Metal  Co.  v.  War  607. 

bash  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  299;  Pankey  "  Cist  v.  Michigan  Central  Ry., 

&  Hohnes  v.  C.  N.  E.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  217. 
C.  578. 
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nor  the  circumstances  under  which  the  passenger  service  is 
performed.  It  simply  appears  that  a  rate  of  3  cents  per 
mile  is  imposed.  While  lower  rates  are  in  force  in  many 
parts  of  the  United  States,  it  is  also  true  that  there  is 
hardly  any  section  of  the  country  in  which  a  rate  as  high 
as  3  cents  per  mile  is  not  charged  for  a  local  service  of  this 
distance.  The  fact  that  a  rate  of  85  cents  is  made  during 
the  summer  season  to  meet  competition  via  Lewiston  is 
not  controlling,  nor  is  the  further  fact  that  the  New  York 
Central  under  compulsion  of  law  establishes  a  rate  of  2 
cents  per  mile  from  Lewiston  to  Buffalo.  We  do  not  find 
that  this  rate  is  reasonable;  we  simply  fail  to  find  that  it  is 
unreasonable,  as  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  upon 
which  an  intelligent  judgment  can  be  formed.  This  is  a 
most  unsatisfactory  disposition  of  the  question,  and  if  the 
case  were  of  wider  application,  or  the  subject  of  more 
general  complaint,  it  would  be  our  duty  to  proceed  on 
our  own  motion  to  develop  the  necessary  facts."  ^' 

Topic  C.     Rates  Dictated  by  Competition 

§  462.  Rates  may  be  made  to  meet  competition. 

Within  the  many  limitations  which  are  discussed  through- 
out this  book,  a  railroad  company  may  make  such  rates 
as  it  is  necessary  for  it  to  make  to  meet  competition. 
But  whatever  may  have  been  the  practice  in  the  past  of 
meeting  the  rate,  the  tariffs  as  scheduled  must  now  be 
adhered  to.^^  A  great  deal  of  transportation  is  conducted 
under  competitive  conditions,  the  shipper  having  an  al- 
ternative route  by  which  he  may  get  his  goods  to  market. 
Under  such  circumstances  railway  rates  between  the  com- 
petitive points  will  inevitably  tend  to  be  lower  than  be- 
tween points  where  there  is  no  competition.  To  a  cer- 
tain extent  the  public  is  rejoiced  to  see  lower  rates  from 
whatever  cause,  and  it  will  in  an  ordinary  case  be  un- 
questioned  that   the  carrier  may  make  his  competitive 

"  See  Kurtz  v.  Pa.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  ^*  Menefee  Lumber  Co.  v.  T.  & 

410.  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  49. 
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rates  as  low  as  is  necessary  to  get  the  business.  But  this 
statement  is  subject  to  certain  limitations,  some  of  which 
will  now  be  discussed,  but  most  of  which  are  discussed 
more  fully  in  later  chapters.  However,  it  is  now  appreciated 
that  rate  wars  create  a  disturbing  condition,  and  that 
their  results  cannot  be  used  as  a  measure  of  reasonable- 
ness.^* 

§  463.  Competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

But  while  the  ''law  of  increasing  returns"  cannot  be 
pressed  too  far,  it  contains  an  element  of  truth  which  may 
be  considered  in  fixing  a  particular  rate.  If  traffic  may  be 
acquired  by  a  specially  low  rate  which  would  otherwise 
be  lost,  to  acquire  the  traffic  would  benefit  rather  than 
burden  other  traffic  of  a  different  kind,  since  if  under  the 
law  of  increasing  returns  it  is  remunerative,  the  profit 
thus  earned  will  tend  to  diminish  the  rates  charged  on 
the  remaining  traffic.^*  On  this  groimd  competition  may 
be  considered  as  a  factor  in  fixing  rates.  If  a  carrier  is 
carrying  goods  from  two  stations,  at  one  of  which  there  is 
competition,  the  rate  at  the  station  where  the  competi- 
tion exists  may  fairly  be  reduced,  so  far  as  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  secure  the  traffic,  provided  the  reduced  rate 
remains  a  remunerative  one  imder  the  law  of  increasing 
retmns.  If  the  rate  were  not  reduced,  ex  hypothesi,  the 
traffic  would  be  lost,  and  the  profit  realized  upon  it  must 
be  exacted  from  the  non-competitive  traffic;  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  rates  were  reduced  equally  all  over  the 
road,  the  carrier  could  not  earn  a  fair  return  from  his  whole 
schedule,  since  we  are  assuming  that  the  necessary  competi- 
tive rate  is  so  low  as  to  be  profitable  only  as  a  result  of 
the  law  of  increasing  return.  The  same  result  will  follow 
if  the  competition  affects  not  a  particular  station  but  a 
particular  class  of  goods.    It  is  therefore  always  fair  even 

'*  Morgan  Grain  Ck>.  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  no  justification  for  advance,  where 

R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  460.  such  rate  was  not  unusually  low. 

^  Little  movement  under  a  given  In  re  Advances  on  Potatoes,  25  I. 

rate  to  stimulate  given   article,   is  C.  C.  247. 
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to  the  shipper  who  does  not  get  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
petition to  consider  competition  as  a  factor  in  reducing 
the  rate." 

§  464.  Policy  for  permitting  competitive  rates. 

The  policy  of  this  matter  seems  to  be  to  permit  the  mak- 
ing of  rates  to  meet  competition  even  if  proportionately 
they  seem  preferential,  in  order  that  competition  may  be 
possible,  which  it  could  not  be  without  this  permission. 
This  is  very  acutely  said  by  Lord  Herschell  in  Phipps  v. 
London  &  North  Western  Railway  Company:^  "Suppose 
that  to  insist  on  absolutely  equal  rates  would  practically 
exclude  one  of  the  two  railways  from  the  traffic,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  those  members  of  the  public  who  are  in  the 
neighborhood  where  they  can  have  the  benefit  of  this 
competition  would  be  prejudiced  by  any  such  proceedings. 
And  further,  inasmuch  as  competition  undoubtedly  tends 
to  diminution  of  charge,  and  the  charge  of  carriage  is  one 
which  ultimately  falls  upon  the  consumer,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  public  have  an  interest  in  the  proceedings  under 
this  Act  of  Parliament  not  being  so  used  as  to  destroy  a 
traffic  which  can  never  be  secured,  but  by  some  such  re- 
duction of  charge,  and  the  destruction  of  which  would  be 
prejudicial  to  the  public  by  tending  to  increase  prices."  ^ 

§  455.  Rates  low  enough  to  hold  business. 

Without  going  into  the  many  problems  as  to  local  dis- 
crimination, the  result  largely  of  statutory  provisions  and 
their  construction,  which  are  discussed  later,  it  may  be 
pointed  out  briefly  that  it  is  a  general  principle  recognized 
in  all  of  those  cases  that  it  is  permissible  to  make  the  com- 
petitive rate  low  enough  to  get  business  and  to  hold  it. 

"  Revenue  derived  from  divisions  "  (1892)  2  Q.  B.  229. 
on  through  business  makes  it  pos-  '^  Circumstances  tending  to  nega- 
sible  to  reduce  rates  on  other  traffic,  tive  presumption  of  unreasonable- 
which  would  not  be  possible  other-  ness  of  greater  charge  to  shorter- 
wise.  New  Pittsburgh  Coal  Co.  v.  distance  points.  Fisk  &  Sons  v. 
H.  v.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  121.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  299. 
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It  may  be  true,  as  will  appear  later  in  this  book,  that  the 
number  of  carriers  actually  competing  for  traffic,  and  a 
constantly  open  water  route  present  to  take  a  large  part 
of  it  whenever  the  railroad  rates  rise  up  to  the  mark  of 
profitable  water  carriage,  seem  to  the  Commission  to  con- 
stitute circumstances  and  conditions  at  one  point  substan- 
tially dissimilar  from  those  at  another  point  where  no  such 
conditions  exist.  But  a  rule  that,  whenever  all-rail  carriers 
estabUsh  rates  to  a  given  point,  they  must  take  notice 
of  the  independent  water  rates  from  that  point,  and  of 
the  territory  that  can  be  reached  thereimder,  and  must 
make  such  adjustment  as  will  prevent  the  use  of  the  water 
rates  from  that  point  to  another  point,  resulting  in  dis- 
crimination against  that  other  point  by  reason  of  its  all- 
rail  rate  adjustment,  has  no  support  in  law.^  As  the  law 
stands,  in  the  absence  of  actual  and  effective  competition 
compelUng  the  carriers  to  make  rates  upon  traffic  upon  a 
competitive  basis,  the  Commission  is  called  upon  to  fix 
reasonable  rates  which  shall  be  used  as  maxima,  which, 
however,  the  carriers  may  reduce  to  meet  competition 
with  other  carriers  and  between  themselves,  as  they  may 
deem  advisable,  so  long  as  they  do  not  discriminate.^^ 

§  466.  Reduction  below  a  remunerative  basis. 

This  principle  permitting  the  carrier  to  make  in  particu- 
lar instances  low  rates  to  meet  competition  has  its  limita- 
tions; it  will  not  justify  the  making  of  rates  which  will 
not  be  remimerative,  as  that  must  result  in  throwing  imdue 
burdens  upon  others.  The  principle  of  relative  justice 
appUed  is  that  when  a  carrier,  by  reason  of  competitive 
conditions,  or  for  other  reasons,  serves  certain  locahties 
at  very  low  rates^  the  concessions  made  must  not  subject 
other  locahties  or  other  patrons  dependent  on  the  same 
carrier  to  imdue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvan- 
tage, but  there  must  be  an  equitable  adjustment  of  rates 

»  Bainbridge  Board  of  Trade  v.         "^  Okla.  &  Ark.  Coal  Traffic  Bu.  v. 
L.  H.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  606.        C,  R.  I.  &  P.,  14  I.  C.  C.  216. 
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so  that  there  is  no  unjust  discrimination  between  competi- 
tors in  like  pursuits.*^  "There  may  be  cases  in  which  a 
carrier  legitunately  engaged  in  serving  some  territory  is 
compelled  by  some  new  and  aggressive  competition  to 
reduce  normal  and  reasonable  rates  to  retain  business  for 
its  line,  and  where  corresponding  reductions  at  points 
not  affected,  or  less  affected,  by  destructive  competition, 
might  be  unreasonable.  But  when  a  carrier  voluntarily 
enters  a  field  of  competition  where,  by  reason  of  a  disad- 
vantageous route,  or  the  rigor  of  the  competitive  condi- 
tions, remunerative  rates  cannot  be  charged,  and  its  service 
to  a  portion  of  its  patrons  is  unprofitable,  it  accepts  the 
legal  obligation  that  its  service  shall  be  impartial  to  all 
who  sustain  similar  relations  to  the  traffic,  and  from  whom 
the  service  itself  is  not  substantially  dissimilar."  ** 


§  467.  Standard  rate  among  competing  lines. 

Where  a  competitive  situation  has  become  established 
by  presence  of  various  competing  lines  performing  the  same 
service  to  the  community,  it  tends  to  become  settled  be- 
tween the  competitors  what  shall  be  the  standard  rates 
and  what  differentials  shall  be  allowed  from  these  rates. 
The  standard  rate  might  be  that  established  by  the  shortest 
and  otherwise  best  located  road,  but  it  would  not  be  fair 
in  reducing  rates  all  over  the  territory  involved  to  reduce 
all  rates  to  the  lowest  margin  of  profit  fair  to  that  particular 
road,  for  other  roads  could  not  meet  that  rate  without 
ruin,  it  may  be.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  bad  public 
poUcy  to  permit  as  an  artificial  standard  what  the  most 


«« Re  Chicago  S.  P.  &  K.  C.  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  137, 2 1.  C.  C.  Rep. 
231. 

The  fact  that  there  19  oompetition 
between  communities  for  the  pur- 
chase of  a  commodity  does  not  justify 
the  carrier  transporting  the  same  to 
levy  an  unreasonable  rate  on  one  com- 
munity.    Nebraska  State   Railway 

[396] 


Commission  v.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  13  I. 
C.  C.  349. 

^  Manufacturers  &  Jobbers'  Union 
V.  Miimeapolis  &  S.  L.  R.  R.,  3  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  115,  1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  227. 

That  carriers  may  meet  water 
competition  at  whatever  point  and 
to  whatever  extent  they  see  fit  can- 
not be  admitted.  City  of  Spdcane  v. 
N.  P.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  162. 
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circuitous  and  worst  located  road  might  need  to  make  a 
good  profit.  As  in  most  problems  of  rate  making  the  result 
must  be  some  compromise.  This  was  pointed  out  by  the 
Commission  in  one  of  its  investigations^'^  the  Commis- 
sion saying  that  it  might  be  manifestly  unfair  to  select  a 
single  advantageous  line  and  make  that  the  stahdard. 
For  example,  a  rate  to  the  seaboard  on  grain  which  upon 
any  fair  basis  of  compensation  to  investment  would  be 
reasonable  for  the  southerly  lines  would  be  extravagantly 
high  for  the  trunk  lines.  To  permit  such  a  rate  woidd  be 
to  impose  upon  the  general  public  the  payment  of  an  ex- 
orbitant charge.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that,  in  the 
days  of  the  Commerce  Court,  that  tribunal  took  judicial 
notice  of  the  fact  that  the  interstate  rates  prescribed  for 
the  transportation  of  freight  by  a  common  carrier  must 
necessarily  be  more  or  less  interdependent,  or  at  least  be 
so  related  to  each  other,  that  the  rate-making  power  will 
not,  simply  because  it  has  the  power,  fix  a  rate  upon  a 
single  line  of  railroad  which  will  necessarily  disorganize 
established  and  reasonable  rates  on  other  railroads  in  the 
same  territory.** 

§  458.  Competition  not  a  ground  for  raising  rates. 

There  are  occasional  cases  where  a  road  has  urged  the 
presence  of  competition  as  a  ground  for  raising  rates.  To 
put  one  case  ^  in  the  language  of  the  Commission  in  pass- 
ing upon  it:  "Previous  to  the  summer  of  1887,  grain  and 
other  freights  destined  to  Portland  from  points  further 


**  Re  Plropoeed  Advances  in  Freight 
Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

Rates  not  as  a  matter  of  fact  are 
fixed  solely  with  reference  to  weaker 
competing  Hne;  coet  of  handling 
traffic  over  short  and  easy  line 
largely  influences  rates.  Commer- 
cial Club  of  Salt  Lake  City  y.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  218. 

**  Hooker  v.  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  188  Fed.  242. 

In  determining  the  reasonableness 


of  rates  from  the  West  to  southern 
territory,  the  interests  of  4U  com- 
peting lines  must  be  considered,  and 
not  merely  that  line  which  can  handle 
the  business  cheapest.  Receivers' 
&  Shippers'  Ass'n  of  Cincinnati  v. 
C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C. 
440. 

"Morrell  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry., 
8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  181,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
121.  See  also  Lumber  Rates  from 
Memphis,  27  I.  C.  C.  471. 
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east,  including  Pullman,  passed  over  the  lines  of  the  Oregon 
Railway  &  Navigation  Company.  In  1887  and  1888  the 
Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company  extended  its  lines 
west  to  Tacoma,  thence  to  Portland,  and  east  to  Pullman 
and  other  points  in  the  grain  growing  region  in  southeastern 
Washington,  and  over  its  lines  so  extended  the  Northern 
Pacific  Company  took  from  Pullman  and  other  points  a 
considerable  part  of  the  wheat  and  other  freights  which 
would  otherwise  have  been  carried  over  the  road  of  the 
Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Company.  The  defendants 
urge  this  diversion  of  Pullman  and  other  traffic  from  their 
lines  in  justification  of  higher  transportation  charges  than 
would  be  reasonable  if  there  was  no  competition  for  Pull* 
man  business.  Competition,  or  a  division  of  business  as 
the  result  of  building  a  second  road  where  previously  but 
one  existed,  should  justify  lower  rather  than  higher  charges." 
The  conclusion  of  the  Commission  is  imdoubtedly  the 
proper  way  of  dealing  with  such  a  case,  but  the  reason  is  not 
quite  obvious.  It  is  plain  that  there  is  always  some  waste 
in  all  competition  which  makes  a  certain  additional  cost 
to  be  borne  by  the  traffic  because  of  the  additional  fixed 
charges  by  reason  of  unnecessary  duplication  of  plant. 
But  more  than  this,  perhaps,  is  the  increased  cost  of  trans- 
portation by  reason  of  decrease  in  the  volume  of  traffic, 
consequent  upon  the  division  of  the  business  among  the 
competing  lines.  And  yet  the  principle  of  value  of  the 
service  to  the  shipper  seems  to  come  into  play  here;  for 
the  service  is  worth  no  more  to  the  shipper  whether  there 
be  one  line  or  three.^ 

§  459.  Absence  of  competition  does  not  justify  increase. 

To  the  extent  that  competition  becomes  more  remote 
the  power  to  raise  rates  to  any  amount  that  the  traffic  will 
bear«^  increases  until  a  point  is  reached  where  there  is  no 

''Th^.the  business  of  the  express  sharply  is  no  justification  for  not 

companies  has  been  cut  into  by  the  putting  express  rates  upon  a  basis 

parcel  post  to  such  an  extent  as  to  which  otherwise   is  reasonable.     In 

increase    its    operating    ratio    very  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C.  380. 
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virtual  competition  and  then  that  power  becomes  absolute; 
but  as  has  been  seen  already  in  this  chapter,  the  public 
needs  the  protection  of  the  law  of  the  land  in  this  situa- 
tion, for  the  economic  limitation  leaves  scope  for  gross 
oppression.  It  is  therefore  plain  law  that  the  absence 
of  competition  does  not  justify  an  increase  in  rates.  The 
elimination  of  railroad  competition  by  the  aggregation 
of  large  systems  has  been  the  characteristic  fact  in  railroad 
history  during  the  last  twenty-five  years;  and  indeed 
within  the  last  ten  years  there  has  been  a  further  extra- 
legal consolidation  of  many  of  these  systems  by  communi- 
ties of  interest,  until  to-day  there  are  comparatively  few 
groups.^  "Such  unification  of  railway  control  permits 
advances  in  rates  and  a  maintenance  of  rates  which  has 
never  before  been  possible.  If  carriers  are  entitled  to  larger 
returns,  these  increases  are  proper,  and  should  be  permitted; 
otherwise  they  should  be  checked.  It  cannot  be  accepted 
without  careful  consideration  that  all  this  vast  increase 
in  traffic,  all  these  notable  economies  in  railway  operation 
are  to  result  in  the  permanent  imposition  of  higher  trans- 
portation charges."  ^ 


§  460.  No  obligation  to  meet  competition. 

The  Commission  has  recognized  what  it  considers  to 
be  the  natural  right  of  the  carrier  to  establish  low  rates  to 


"  Re  Proposed  Advances  of  Freight 
Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  382. 

Competition  has  a  more  or  less 
definite  relation  to  the  rate  that 
carrier  may  reasonably  demand. 
Memphis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R. 
R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  313. 

*  While  a  carrier  may  establish 
a  lower  rate,  to  meet  competitive 
conditions  and  the  Commission  takes 
into  account  such  conditions  in  pass- 
ing upon  the  reasonableness  of  the 
rate  adjustment,  it  does  not  follow 
that  in  a  particular  instance  the 
Commission   will   condemn   an   ad- 


vance of  a  rate  which  was  formerly 
maintained  to  meet  competition 
between  different  producing  points. 
Florida  Fruit  &  Vegetables  Ass'n  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  663. 

By  the  last  paragraph  of  sec- 
tion 4  of  the  Act  as  amended  in  1910 
it  is  provided  that,  if  rail  rates  have 
been  reduced  to  meet  water  competi- 
tion, they  shall  not  later  be  advanced 
for  no  other  reason  than  that  the 
water  competition  has  been  discon- 
tinued; see  Am.  Insul.  W.  C.  v. 
Ch.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
416. 
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meet  (H^mpetition  over  other  routes.'®  A  carrier  may^ 
therefore,  for  competitive  reasons,  voluntarily  do  things 
which  it'  may  not  lawfully  be  compelled  to  do.**  There  is 
no  principle  of  law  that  requires  a  carrier  to  be  content 
with  a  part  of  the  traffic,  or  that  forbids  it  to  adjust  its 
rates  so  as  to  fight,  the  moment  it  feels  the  effect  of  its 
competitoriB'  rates.**  A  carrier  may,  therefore,  volun- 
tarily make  imder  the  force  of  controlling  competition, 
rates  which  it  might  not  be  required  to  make.*'  And  a 
competitive  rate  cannot  be  said  to  be  voluntary  reduction, 
and  ought  not  to  be  used  as  a  standard  of  comparison.*^ 
But  while  the  law  permits  carriers  to  make  and  maintain 
a  low  rate  imder  stress  of  competition,  there  is  no  law  re- 
quiring the  carriers  to  make  such  a  rate.*^  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  a  competitive  rate  is  not  a  measure  of  the 
reasonableness  of  a  non-competitive  rate.**  And  the  C!om- 
mission  has  often  remarked  that  it  is  obvious  that  a  com- 
petitive rate  to  one  point  is  not  a  measure  of  rate  to  a 
non-competitive  point.  Where,  owing  to  competition, 
a  rate  is  unnecessarily  low,  it  affords  no  basis  for  comparison. 
A  rate  comparatively  the  lowest  in  its  territory  on  a  given 
article  of  freight,  and  by  reason  thereof  made  the  basis 
of  reductions  from  competitive  points,  will  not  be  further 
reduced  on  the  ground  alone  that  it  had  at  stated  periods 
in  the  past  been  somewhat  lower,  unless  shown  to  be  im- 
reasonably  high  for  the  service  performed.*^  In  fixing 
rates  on  competitive  articles,  the  relation  should  be  de- 
termined on  the  basis  of  difference  in  cost  of  service,  and 
many  of  the  other  considerations  entering  into  establish- 

» Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v.  Aas'n  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  24  I.  C. 

C.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  53.  C.  670. 

*^  Swift  &  Co.  V.  C.  &  A.  R.  R.,  *■  Oregon  &  Washington  Lumber 

16 1.  C.  C.  426.  Mfrs.  Ass'n  v.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  14 1.  C.  C. 

••Bulte  MiUing  Co.  y.  C.  &  A.  1. 

R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  351.  **  Commercial  Club  of  Superior  ▼. 

**  Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v.  G.  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  96. 

P.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  567.  "  Warren   Manufacturing  Co.   v. 

"  Southwestern   Shippers'    Traffic  Southern  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  381. 
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ment  of  rates  upon  independent  or  isolated  articles  should 
be  in  large  part  eliminated.^ 

§  461.  Competition  in  passenger  fares. 

Competition  dictates  particular  rates  in  passenger 
schedules  to  a  certain  extent,  but  the  differences  between 
stations  by  this  process  are  not  made  glaring.  It  is  true 
that  between  competitive  points  fares  are  kept  down,  but 
this  tends  to  shrink  the  whole  schedule  relating  to  inter- 
mediate stations.  Even  the  most  extreme  cases  are  usually 
those  where  the  long  haul  between  competitive  points  is 
charged,  relatively  less  than  the  short  haul,  or  in  some 
cases  where  the  short  haul  is  made  as  high  as  the  long 
haul;^  but  if  a  railroad  attempted  to  charge  more  for  a 
short  haul  than  for  a  long  haul  it  would  hardly  be  possible 
to  make  the  public  accept  a  difference  of  this  sort.  The 
general  operation  of  competition  upon  passenger  fares  is 
to  keep  all  down  to  a  lower  level.  The  matter  of  joint 
throu^  rates,  discussed  at  another  place,  gives  more 
scope'  to  the  doctrine  that  particular  rates  may  be  lowered 
to  meet  competition.  Thus  the  part  of  a  through  passen- 
ger rate  apportioned  to  one  of  several  railroads  as  its 
share  may  often  be  less  than  the  rate  which  that  railroad 
makes  between  its  own  termini  to  its  own  passengers;  as 
these  joint  through  rates  may  be  reduced  to  meet  competi- 
tion this  difference  is  justified.^ 

Topic  Z).     RcUes  Designed  to  Equalize  Advantages 

§  462.  Operation  of  the  principle  of  equalization. 

This  topic  as  to  the  limitations  placed  by  the  law  upon 
making  rates  designed  to  equalize  advantages  is  again  one 
that  will  receive  attention  later  when  the  construction  to 
be  placed  upon  statutory  provisions  forbidding  local 
discriminations  is  brought  up.    But  it  seems  appropriate 

••  Caretene  Packing  Co.  ▼.  O.  &      A.  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  218. 
W.  R.  R.,  22 1.  C.  C.  77.  >  See  Weber  C.  &  I.  Fair  Aasur. 

•»  See  Com'l  Club  of  Salt  Lake  v.      N.  P.,  17  I.  C.  C.  212. 
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to  point  out  in  this  place  that  it  is  a  principle  in  rate- 
making  subject  to  all  of  the  limitations  which  have  been 
brought  out  in  this  chapter,  and  that  it  has  therefore 
a  very  limited  operation.  However  much  this  theory  may 
have  appealed  to  some  economists  who  have  applied  their 
theories  of  what  is  for  the  best  interests  of  society  to  the 
railroad  problem,  it  has  very  little  weight  with  the  lawyers 
who  have  had  to  do  with  the  question.*  ''It  is  not  the 
duty  of  a  carrier  to  regulate  markets.  If  by  reason  of 
competition  in  transportation  or  the  condition  of  markets 
a  carrier  sees  fit  to  move  traffic  at  very  low  rates  in  order 
to  participate  in  the  business,  that  may  be  done  and  often 
is  done,  but  that  is  a  very  different  matter  from  compelling 
it  to  reduce  all  its  rates  to  equalize  competition  between 
shippers  from  different  fields  of  supply  and  by  different 
and  unrelated  routes."  * 


§  463.  Limitations  upon  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  has  no  power  to  substitute  a  new  and 
differing  rate  for  a  just  and  reasonable  rate  on  the  ground 
that  it  seems  to  it  a  wise  policy  to  do  so,  or  that  the 
railroad  had  so  conducted  itself  as  to  be  estopped  in  the 
future  from  being  entitled  to  receive  a  just  and  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  service  rendered.*     The  authority 


'  Schoonmaker,  Com.,  in  Rice  v. 
Western  N.  Y.  &  Pa.  R.  R.,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  2&S. 

It  is  not  the  province  of  the  Com- 
mission to  overcome  nature.  Na- 
tional Refining  Co.  v.  Mo.  P.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  315. 

'  In  comparing  the  transportation 
charges  on  wheat  and  on  flour  from 
Minneapolis  to  'New  York,  in  a  con- 
troversy between  Minneapolis  and 
Buffalo  millers,  the  commercial  profits 
of  the  parties  are  neither  controlling 
nor  important.  Jennison  Co.  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  113. 

It  is  not  the  function  of  the  Com- 
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mission  to  make  all  producers  on  a 
parity  in  markets  which  they  have 
in  common.  Slider  &  Co.  v.  So.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  312. 

*  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  I.  C.  C,  219 
U.  8.  433,  55  L.  ed.  283,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
288. 

In  a  few  States  the  courts  have 
apparently  adopted  the  theory  of 
the  economists,  that  a  railroad  should 
so  fix  its  rates  as  to  equalize  the  ad- 
vantages of  its  patrons  in  so  far  as 
this  will  be  for  the  good  of  the  coun- 
try. In  State  v.  Minneapolis  &  St. 
L.  Ry.,  80  Minn.  191,  83  N.  W.  60 
it  was  held  that  a  commission  in 
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granted  to  the  Commission  does  not  confer  absolute  or 
arbitrary  power  to  act  on  any  considerations  which  the 
Commission  may  deem  best  for  the  public,  the  shipper, 
and  the  carrier;  its  order  must  be  based  on  transportation 
services,  and  it  must  disregard  as  well  the  demand  of  the 
shipper  for  protection  from  legitimate  competition,  domes- 
tic or  foreign,  for  unlimited  markets,  or  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  equitable  estoppels  arising  from  a  justifiable 
expectation  that  past  rates  will  be  maintained.^  And  it 
should  be  said  that  the  Commission  has  often  insisted  that 
it  is  not  its  function  to  equalize  the  profit  and  loss  result- 
ing from  competing  operations  in  different  localities,  by 
overcoming  natural  and  commercial  conditions  with  rate 
adjustments.*  The  Commission  has  not  recognized  the 
right  of  a  carrier  to  fix  its  rates  to  or  from  a  given  point 
on  a  higher  level  than  they  otherwise  should  be,  in  order 
to  prevent  one  community  from  competing  with  another, 
or  to  keep  the  products  of  one  community  out  of  a  terri- 
tory, the  wants  of  which  may  be  fully  supplied  by  another 
community.^ 


§  464.  Rates  made  from  a  commercial  standpoint. 

It  is  sometimes  maintained  by  a  shipper  of  one  product 


fixing  rates  might  act  upon  the 
businefls  policies  which  the  raihroads 
themselves  have  been  accustomed 
to  pursue  in  making  rates.  And  in 
Southern  Ry.  v.  Atlanta  Stove 
Works,  128  Ga.  207,  57  S.  E.  429,  it 
was  held  that  a  commission  is  not 
precluded  from  considering  the  condi- 
tions affecting  the  markets  it  serves. 

» Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  v.  I.  C.  C, 
231  U.  S.  736,  34  Sup.  Ct.  316. 

The  general  principle  which  the 
majority  of  courts  are  now  laying 
down  as  the  guide  for  all  concerned 
seems  to  be  that  what  is  a  reasonable 
rate  depends  upon  the  significance 
of  that  phrase  at  common  law.  South- 


em  Indiana  R.  R.  v.  Railroad  Com- 
mission, 172  Ind.  113,  87  N.  £.  966. 
The  question  then  is  what,  in  view 
of  all  the  facts  affecting  the  move- 
ment of  a  commodity,  is  the  amount 
which  a  carrier  should  obtain  to 
recoup  itself  fully  for  the  service 
it  is  rendering,  having  in  mind  the 
property  it  is  employing  in  perform- 
ing the  transportation.  Morgan's 
L.  &  T.  R.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  V.  Railroad 
Commission,  127  La.  635,  30  So.  83. 

*  Louisville  Cotton  Seed  Products 
Co.  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  607. 

^Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  G. 
53. 
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which  is  competitive  with  another  product  that  the  rates 
should  be  adjusted  so  as  to  equalize  the  standing  of  the 
competitors.  This  has  been  argued  before  the  C!onunis- 
sion  with  great  insistence  several  times,  but  never  with 
real  success.  Thus  in  one  case  ^  the  contention  was  made 
that  the  rates  upon  live  stock  and  dressed  beef  should  be 
so  adjusted  that  a  packer  in  one  part  of  the  coimtry  might 
compete  upon  equal  terms  with  a  packer  in  another  part. 
The  Commission  in  its  opinion  pointed  out  that  this  was 
not  a  basis  upon  which  the  carrier  could  be  compelled  to 
make  rates,  if  indeed  the  railroad  ought  ever  to  act  upon 
such  a  principle  to  any  extent.  ''It  is  evident,  therefore, 
that  relative  rates  cannot  be  adjusted  from  a  purely  com- 
mercial standpoint.  In  saying  this  it  is  not  to  be  imder- 
stood  that  the  increased  value  of  the  product  is  not 
legitimately  to  be  taken  into  account  in  fixing  the  rate, 
which  is  altogether  a  different  proposition  from  that 
advanced  by  the  complainants  that  the  rates  should  be 
such  as  to  equalize  the  standing  of  different  producers  in 
the  business  in  the  respective  markets  of  the  country. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  in  the  fixing  of  relative  rates  upon 
articles  strictly  competitive,  as  these  are,  the  proper  rela- 
tion should  be  determined  from  the  cost  of  the  service,  and 
if  the  difference  in  this  respect  between  two  competitive 
articles  can  be  ascertained,  such  rate  should  be  fixed  for 
each  as  corresponds  to  the  cost  of  service.  This  is  fair  to 
the  carrier,  and  we  believe  the  manufacturer  has  a  right 
to  denmnd  of  the  companies  that  such  a  relation  of  rates 
as  to  these  articles  should  be  maintained."  ^ 


§  466.  Rates  should  not  equalize  differences  in  value. 

The  railroad  cannot  by  its  rates  equalize  qualities  of  the 
same  article  between  different  producers.    In  McGrew  v. 

'Squire  v.  Michigan  Central  Ry.,  equalise  rates,  and,  ther^ore,  ship- 

3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  315,  4 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  pers  have  no  right  to  demand  that 

611.  this  shall  be  done.    W.  Va.  R.  Go.  ▼. 

*  Carriers  are  under  no  duty  to  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  622. 
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Missouri  Pacific  Railway/"  the  defendant  contended  that 
as  coal  from  its  mines  at  Rich  Hill  has  less  value  for 
domestic  purposes  than  Myrick  coal  it  might  equalize  such 
difference  in  value  by  making  a  lower  rate  on  Rich  Hill 
coal.  The  complainant's  cost  of  mining  coal  at  Myrick  is 
nearly  50  cents  a  ton  more  than  it  costs  defendant  to 
mine  its  coal  at  Rich  Hill.  The  Commission,  however, 
held  that  this  difference  in  quality  would  not  justify  a 
difference  in  rate:  "If  difference  in  quality  is  to  be  equal- 
ized in  favor  of  the  defendant,  why  should  not  difference 
in  cost  of  mining  be  equalized  in  favor  of  the  complainant? 
When  this  complainant  acquired  his  mine  he  knew  that 
the  value  of  this  coal  was  greater  for  domestic  purposes 
than  that  of  Rich  Hill,  and  the  price  of  his  mine  may  well 
have  been  fixed  in  view  of  that  fact,  but  such  an  adjust- 
ment of  rate  as  that  put  in  force  by  the  defendant  entirely 
eliminates  this  element  of  value  and  might  destroy  the 
worth  of  complainant's  property.  If  any  such  process  of 
equalization  is  permissible  defendant  may  absolutely  dic- 
tate the  comparative  value  of  every  mine  and  industry 
upon  its  road;  and  that  .such  rates  should  be  examined 
with  closest  scrutiny  when  resorted  to  by  the  carrier  in 
its  own  favor.''  ^^  And  recently  in  Philadelphia  &  Read- 
ing Railway  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,*^  when 
similar  facts  came  before  the  federal  courts  for  decision,  it 
was  laid  down  that  a  carrier  is  not  justified  in  charging 
for  the  same  or  substantially  similar  coal-carrying  service 
a  higher  rate  for  coal  because,  being  of  better  quality  and 
more  easily  mined,  it  can  bear  a  higher  rate.*^ 


§  466.  Carriers  not  obliged  to  equalize  disadvantages. 

But  while  the  equalization  of  advantage  cannot  be  a 
chief  factor  in  rate-fixing,   it  may  legitimately  be  con- 

'•  8  1.  C.  C.  630.  «  174  Fed.  687. 

^^  Equalization  by  rates  for  freights         *'  Attempt  to  equalize  assembling 

of  costs  of  production  condemned,  costs    in    competing    districts    also 

Pittsburg  Steel  Co.  v.  L.  S.  &  M.  S.  condemned.     Coke  Producers'  Ass'n 

Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  73.  v.  B.  <&  O.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C,  125. 
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sidered  as  one  of  the  subordinate  factors  tending  to  lower 
the  particular  rate,  and  may  be  taken  into  account  with 
the  other  factors  enumerated  in  this  chapt^.  A  raikoad 
company  may  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  principle  of 
equaUzation,  and  shippers  whose  original  disadvantages 
remain  have  no  legal  redress.  ''The  complainants  intro- 
duced considerable  testimony  to  show  the  cost  of  pro- 
ducing com  and  wheat  in  northwest  Iowa,  for  the  purpose 
of  demonstrating  that  at  the  present  rate  it  was  not 
possible  for  the  farmer  in  that  section  to  embark  in  this 
industry  at  a  profit.  Very  little  has  been  said  in  reference 
to  this  aspect  of  the  case  upon  the  argument,  and  probably 
very  little  could  be  consistently  said.  If  the  farmer  can- 
not, in  a  given  locality,  raise  and  ship  produce  to  market 
at  a  profit  upon  the  existing  freight  rate,  that  is  usually 
no  reason  why  the  carrier  should  be  compelled  to  accept 
less  than  a  reasonable  sum  for  its  service."  ^^  "It  seems 
plain,"  said  the  Commission  in  a  later  case,  'Hhat  the 
duty  of  the  Commission  is  to  establish  just  and  fair 
transportation  charges  in  so  far  as  it  can  be  done  and 
allow  rival  creamery  methods  to  operate  under  those 
charges;  it  should  not  establish  a  scale  of  rates  with  a 
view  and  for  the  purpose  of  fostering  or  discouraging 
either  form  of  this  industry."  *^ 


§  467.  Protection  of  natural  advantage. 

It  is,  therefore,  not  the  function  of  the  Commission  to 
equalize  commercial  or  economic  conditions.  ^^    The  traffic 


^*  Plroutyi  Com.,  in  Grain  Shippers' 
Ass'n  V.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  8  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  158. 

The  interest  of  the  consumer  must 
be  considered,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
producer.  Andy's  Ridge  Coal  Co. 
V.  So.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  405. 

"Beatrice  Creamery  Co.  v.  I. 
C.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  109. 

Commercial  conditions  considered 
in  determining  the  question  of  the 
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relation  of  rates  on  flaxseed  and  lin- 
seed oil.  In  re  Advances  on  Flax- 
seed, 25  I.  C.  C.  337. 

M  Boileau  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  R.  R.,  24 1. 
C.  C.  129;  Chamber  of  Commerce 
of  New  York  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  55;  Slider  v.  S.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  312;  In  re  Advances  on 
Cooperage,  24  I.  C.  C.  ©66;  Okla- 
homa Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  M., 
K.  &  T.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  158. 


Value  of  Service  Received 


[§467 


standpoint,  not  revenue  standpoint,  is  that  ordinarily 
to  be  considered  in  determining  rates.  ^^  Commercial 
conditions  may  be  considered  in  connection  with  other 
factors  that  determine  the  reasonableness  of  a  particular 
rate;  but  the  adequacy  of  the  revenue  for  the  service  per- 
formed by  the  carriers  must  take  precedence  over  market 
conditions  affecting  the  commodity  transported.^^  The 
alleged  necessities  of  a  certain  traffic  cannot  be  urged  as 
a  reason  why  the  carriers  should  be  requu^  to  maintain 
rates  which  were  established  to  meet  other  conditions, 
and  which  the  Commission  finds  to  be  unduly  low  to-day,  *• 
Thus  the  difference  in  cost  of  production  cannot  be  recog- 
nized as  a  basis  for  the  adjustment  of  freight  rates  between 
different  localities.^  And  it  is  not  within  the  province 
of  the  Commission  to  adjust  rates,  merely  to  equalize 
market  conditions.^^  Indeed,  it  may  be  said  that  every 
city  is  entitled  to  advantages  of  its  location,  and  cannot 
be  deprived  of  it  by  differential  rates.**  Subject  to  these 
qualifications,  carriers  are  still  permitted  to  adjust  their 
rates,  regulations,  and  practices  with  due  regard  to  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  confronting  them  and  the  nat- 
ural currents  and  laws  of  trade  and  commerce.*'  The 
future  may  compel  greater  recognition  of  distance  in  the 
making  of  many  rates,  but  the  present  business  structure 
was  not  developed  on  that  principle,  and  if  a  change  is  to 
be  made  it  must  be  a  gradual  one.*^  But  it  is  at  least 
clearly  established  that  a  road  should  not  carry  the  traffic 
of  one  city  at  less  than  the  cost  of  service  and  thus  unduly 
burden  other  traffic.** 


^'  In  re  Advances  in  RateSi  Eeat- 
em  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243. 
u  Lindsay  Bros.  v.  P.  M.  R.  R., 

25  I.  C.  C.  368. 

"In  re  Advances  oa.  Flaxseed, 

26  I.  C.  C.  337. 

^  Sheridan  Chamber  of  Commerce 
V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  638. 

SI  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C, 
R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  680. 


^Corporation  Commission  of  N. 
C.  V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  303. 

**  Chickasaw  Compress  Co.  v. 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C. 
187. 

'^Chamber  of  Conmierce  of  New 
York  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  24 
I.  C.  C.  55. 

"BoUeau  v.  P.  A  L.  E.  R.  R., 
24  I.  C.  C.  129. 
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§  468.  No  right  to  build  artificial  markets. 

It  has  been  said  again  and  again  that  the  public  interest 
is  the  first  consideration  in  determining  the  reasonable- 
ness of  a  rate;  but  the  rate  must  be  reasonable  with  respect 
to  the  service  actually  performed,  and  not  with  respect 
to  the  service  that  could  be  performed,  if  the  shipper  per- 
mitted the  carrier  to  select  a  market  for  him.*®  Where  a 
plant  has  been  established,  and  money  invested  on  faith 
of  certain  rates  and  conditions,  the  carrier  may  not  in- 
crease those  rates  to  the  serious  disadvantage  of  such  in- 
vestment, without  good  cause  or  reason.^  The  mills, 
the  industry  and  the  investments,  which  have  been  induced 
by  a  rate  adjustment,  should  not  be  destroyed  by  a  rate 
adjustment,  unless  such  action  is  absolutely  necessary.^ 
Rates  long  in  effect  as  the  result  of  experimenting  ought 
not  to  be  disturbed,  unless  the  Commission  is  certain 
that  justice  requires  it.^^  Where  a  particular  industry 
has  grown  up  under  rates  voluntarily  established  by  car- 
riers, these  rates  cannot  be  advanced  without  considering 
the  effect  upon  that  industry.^  Rates  cannot  be  estab- 
lished to  shut  out  foreign  products,  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  American  industries."  And,  where  it  is  the 
manifest  purpose  of  an  advance  to  secure  to  a  railroad 
practical  monopoly  of  the  coal  business  for  the  mines  on 
its  line,  the  advance  will  not  be  allowed.^*  And  in  general 
it  may  be  said  that  the  Commission  has  no  power  to  equal- 
ize natural  advantages  or  adopt  policies  directed  to  that 
end.^^    No  order  can  be  issued  to  overcome  natural  ad- 


"  Pacific  Coast  Lumber  Co.  v. 
N.  P.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  51;  Chamber 
of  Commerce  of  Milwaukee  v.  C, 
R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  460. 

»  Douglas  &  Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  A  P. 
Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  232. 

"  Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  96;  In  re  Trana- 
portation  of  Wool,  Hides  and  Pelts, 
25  I.  C.  C.  185;  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v. 
D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  305. 

[408] 


*•  Florida  Fruit  &  V^etables  Ship- 
pe»  V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C, 
476. 

*»  Joint  Coal  Rates  to  Clinton, 
Iowa,  25  I.  C.  C.  179. 

"  Rates  on  linseed  Oil,  26  I.  C.  C. 
265. 

»*  Meridan  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  V. 
S.  &  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  224. 

»» Sioux  City  T.  E.  Co.  v.  C,  M. 
&  St.  P.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  457. 
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vantages,  by  making  differential  rates  designed  to  equalize 
advantages  and  disadvantages  of  location  or  manufac- 
ture." 

§  469.  No  equalization  of  patrons. 

The  profits  of  shippers  are  not  a  test  of  reasonableness 
of  rates. '^  A  railway  may  not  impose  imreasonable  rates 
because  the  business  of  a  shipper  is  so  profitable  he  can 
pay  it.'*  To  base  rates  upon  shipper's  ability  to  pay  is 
to  base  rates  upon  cost  of  production  not  cost  of  carriage; 
this  is  regulation  of  industries  and  commerce  by  railroads. '^ 
Investment  made  in  an  industrial  enterprise  in  reliance 
upon  an  existing  rate  cannot  act  as  a  bar  to  the  readjust- 
ment of  rate  structure.^  The  Conunission  cannot  limit 
its  view  to  operations  of  a  single  plant  in  passing  upon  a 
transportation  charge.'^  Carriers  cannot  increase  their 
revenues  and  foster  industries  reached  by  them,  without 
regard  to  interests  of  patrons.  ^^  The  contention  sometimes 
is  made,  to  be  sure,  that  carriers  should  adjust  their  rates 
in  a  way  to  produce  equality  between  the  competitors  in  all 
markets.  It  must  be  apparent  that  it  would  be  a  useless  task 
for  the  Conmiission,  even  if  it  had  the  power,  to  attempt 
to  accomplish  such  a  result.  It  would  involve  a  careful 
research  into  all  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  busi- 
ness of  each  locality,  as  questions  of  rent,  rates  of  taxation, 
cost  of  labor,  and  many  other  things  which  suggest  them- 
selves. The  evident  result  would  be  that  there  would  have 
to  be  as  many  differently  constructed  rates  as  there  are 
different  localities. 

§  470.  Equalization  of  advantage  as  a  factor. 
A  theory  of  fixing  rates  which  appeals  to  many  econ- 

M  W.  Va.  R.  Co.  V.  B.  ft  O.  R.  R.,  Western  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  307. 

36 1.  C.  C.  622.  *>  Michigan  Upper  Peninsula  Fig- 

>»TYuck  Gfowen  Aai'n  v.  A.  C.  iron  Rates,  26  I.  C.  C.  284. 

L.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  190.  **  Robinson  Land  &  Lumber  Co. 

«  R.  R.  Com.  of  Kans.  v.  A.,  T.  A  v.  M.  &  O.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  427. 

8.  F.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  R.  407.  ^  Wichita  Falls  System  Joint  Coal 

"In     re     Advances     in     Rates,  Rate  Cases,  26  I.  C.  C.  215. 

[409] 


§  47 1  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

omistSy  which  is  in  fact  a  modification  or  special  applica- 
tion of  the  rule  for  charging  what  the  traffic  will  bear,  is 
the  theory  that  rates  should  be  so  fixed  as  to  equalize  the 
advantage  of  shippers  and  thus  establish  the  conditions 
of  business  for  the  good  of  the  whole  country.^^  It  is  in 
substance  a  sort  of  legal  protection  to  struggling  industries. 
Thus  if  wheat  cannot  be  raised  in  Wyoming  as  cheaply 
as  in  Iowa,  the  rates  from  Wyoming  to  the  seaboard  should 
be  correspondingly  reduced;  unless  indeed  it  does  not 
seem  to  the  rate-fixers  to  be  for  the  country's  good  that 
wheat  should  be  raised  in  Wyoming.  A  practical  objec- 
tion to  this  doctrine  will  at  once  appear.  It  calls  on  the 
private  individuals  who  happen  to  have  power  over  rates 
to  act  in  such  a  way  as  to  subserve  the  public  good,  rather 
than  their  own  advantage;  and  thus  without  election  as 
legislators  and  without  the  responsibility  of  office,  to  per- 
form one  of  the  most  difficult  of  legislative  functions. 
Nor  is  it  practically  possible  to  fix  rates  entirely  or  princi- 
pally on  this  theory.'**  Rates  for  the  transportation  of 
property  should  be  arrived  at  and  based  so  far  as  practi- 
cable upon  permanently  continuing,  fixed  facts  and  condi- 
tions. The  fluctuations  of  the  markets  of  the  country 
are  so  frequent,  especially  as  to  competitive  articles,  and 
oftentimes  unexpected,  that  commercial  considerations 
alone  would  not  furnish  a  sufficiently  stable  and  fixed  rule 
for  guidance  in  making  a  rate  which  ought  to  remain  sub- 
stantially permanent  through  all  fluctuations. 

§  471.  Passenger  fares  slightly  affected  by  this  principle. 

Passenger  schedules  are  usually  made  upon  a  mileage 
basis;  there  is  little  attempt  in  making  them  up  to  minimize 
the  disadvantages  of  distances.    But  the  principle  is  applied 

^  Hie  Act  is  not  desigaed  to  give  growere  to  market  th^  product  at 

the  CommlBBion  power  to  equalise  a  reasonable  profit  are  not  Ahe  test 

(^portunity.     Fort   Arthurs   B.   of  of  the  justness  of  a  transportation 

T.  V.  A.  &  8.  Ry.,  27   I.   C.  C.  charge.    Florida  Fruit  d  Vegetables 

403  Ass'n  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C-  O. 

**The  rates  necessary  to  permit  562. 
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to  a  very  limited  extent  by  the  railroads;  for  example, 
suburban  stations  are  sometimes  grouped  in  zones.  The 
principal  illustration  of  this  policy,  if  it  be  such,  of  equaliz- 
ing passenger  fares  is  the  five  cent  fare  customary  in  Amer- 
ican municipalities  for  transportation  in  street  cars  whether 
the  passenger  rides  for  one  block  or  ten  miles.  By  this 
policy  most  land  within  a  metropolitan  district  is  brought 
within  the  benefit  of  this  imiform  fare,  whatever  may  be 
its  distance  from  the  commercial  centers.  In  justifying  a 
consolidation  of  street  railways,  one  Judge  said:  ^*  "As  a 
result,  at  the  time  the  ordinance  was  adopted,  the  mile- 
age of  tracks  increased  from  the  previous  a^regate  of  110 
miles  to  142  miles,  reaching  every  section  of  the  city,  with 
shorter  and  better  routes,  and  furnishing  38  transfer  points, 
with  a  universal  transfer  system, — ^a  feature  of  especial 
value  to  the  public,  as  a  single  fare  of  five  cents  gives  a 
maximimi  length  of  ride  more  than  double  the  old  arrange- 
ment." 

**  Milwaukee  Electric  Ry.  v.  Mil-         See  the  Commutation  Rate  Caaes, 
waukee,  87  Fed.  677.   See  also  Wash-     21    I.    C.    C.    428,    27    I.    C.    C. 
ington  Suburban  Rates,  26  I.  C.  C.      549. 
308,  and  cases  cited. 
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§  480.  Provisions  of  fhe  Act 

The  powers  of  the  CommissioB  specifically  over  clas- 
sification are  as  recent  as  the  Amendments  of  1910.  Pre- 
vious to  that  time,  classification  could  only  be  reached 
indirectly  by  attacking  particular  rates,  either  as  unreason- 
able in  themselves,  or  unjustly  disproportionate.  Only 
since  1906  has  the  Commission  had  power  to  fix  rates 
absolutely,  as  a  maximum;  and,  before  that  time,  not 
having  such  power,  it  could  not  order  changes  in  classifica- 
tion. As  section  15  now  nms,  all  rates,  classifications, 
regulations  and  practices  must  be  reasonable,  the  clause 
providing,  as  to  classification,  that  it  is  thereby  made  the 
duty  of  all  conmion  carriers,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Act,  to  establish,  observe,  and  enforce  just  and  reason- 
able classifications  of  property  for  transportation,  and 
reasonable  and  proper  regulations  affecting  classifications, 
upon  just  and  reasonable  terms.  Every  unjust  and  unrea- 
sonable classification  is  prohibited  and  declared  to  be  unlaw- 
ful and  the  Commission  has  the  same  jurisdiction  over  these 
matters  pertaining  to  rates  as  it  has  over  the  rates  them- 
selves. How  differences  in  rating  are  saved  from  being  con- 
sidered discriminatory  is  discussed  at  large  in  Chapter  XV. 

§  481.  Prevalence  of  classificatiQii. 

It  is  obvious  that  classification  is  in  many  businesses 
necessary  for  convenience  in  rate  fixing,  if  for  no  other 
reason.  And,  indeed,  some  form  of  classification  has  been 
used  from  time  immemorial.  The  first  formal  classifica- 
tion appears  to  have  been  made  for  toll  roads,  a  system 
which  was  taken  up  natiu'ally  enough  for  canal  tolls.  For 
as  soon  as  public  service  became  a  diversified  business 
of  large  proportions,  fairness  to  the  patrons,  as  well  as  the 
convenience  of  the  proprietors,  required  a  classification  as 
the  basis  of  fixing  rates.  In  modem  times  classification 
has  become  the  very  foundation  of  railroad  rates,  and  the 
question  of  charge  is  primarily  a  question  of  into  which 
class  the  goods  shipped  fall.  It  may  be  admitted  that  as 
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a  classification  gains  in  convenience,  it  loses  in  accuracy. 
No  classification  can  be  so  minute  as  to  conform  to  the 
differing  varieties  and  conditions  of  traffic;  and  to  separate 
differing  grades  or  varieties  of  the  same  service  into  different 
classes  with  varying  rates,  even  if  it  could  be  accomplished, 
would  go  far  to  defeat  the  real  purpose  of  classification. 

Topic  A.    Methods  of  Classification 

§  482.  The  meaning  of  classification. 

Articles  offered  for  transportation  are  classified  in  such 
a  way  as  to  bring  together  into  one  class  such  articles  as 
can  fairly  be  subjected  to  the  same  charge  for  carriage. 
A  rate  is  then  fixed  for  each  class;  not  a  difficult  matter 
to  schedule,  since  it  has  been  found  quite  practicable  to 
make  the  niunber  of  classes  small.  ^^  This  division  of  all 
possible  articles  of  transportation  into  a  few  large  classes 
as  a  basis  for  fixing  the  rates  of  carriage  is  what  is  known 
as  classification  of  freights.  It  has  been  seen  that  it  is 
probable  that  the  necessity  of  the  case  forced  a  more  or 
less  crude  classification  upon  carriers,  as  soon  as  carriage 
became  a  business.  At  all  events,  to-day  the  classification 
sheet  is  the  basis  upon  which  rate  making  is  accomplished.^^ 
It  is  impossible  even  to  enumerate  all  the  articles  that  may 
be  offered  for  transportation;  still  more  so  to  frame  a  sched- 
ule showing  an  independent  rate  for  every  such  article, 
and  convey  information  of  the  schedule  to  every  freight 
agent  in  such  a  form  that  he  can  quickly  and  accurately 
state  a  rate  to  the  shipper.  No  modem  carrier  doing  a 
large  business,  and  especially  no  modem  railroad,  has 
undertaken  to  make  rates  without  classification. 

§  483.  Classification  the  method  of  establishing  the  rate. 
The  division  of  rates  is  accomplished  by  the  classifica- 
tion of  all  articles  into  certain  groups,  and  then  fixing  the 

**  Classification  of  articles  should  ^*  How  the  goods  should  be  loaded 

be  plainly  and  clearly  stated.     Pa-  considered  in  determining  the  proper 

dfic  Coast  Biscuit  Co.  v.  S.  P.  &  S.  classification.      Western    Classifica- 

Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  546.  tion  Case,  25  I.  C.  C.  442. 
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rate  for  each  group.  ^  In  classification,  as  will  be  seen, 
all  the  factors  which  have  been  discussed  are  considered; 
and  it  is  by  affecting  the  classification  that  such  factors 
usually  influence  the  particular  rate.^^  The  classes  having 
been  established,  it  is  necessary  next  to  determine  the 
difference  of  rate  between  the  classes,  which  may  be 
effected  by  establishing  a  certain  proportion  between 
the  various  class  rates.  Finally,  it  remains  to  fix  the 
charge  according  to  the  length  of  journey;  and  this  may 
be  done  by  fixing  the  rate  between  individual  stations,  or 
by  grouping  the  stations,  and  fixing  the  rate  with  refer- 
ence to  an  entire  group.  The  character  of  the  freight  in 
question,  the  space  it  occupies  in  proportion  to  its  weight, 
its  intrinsic  value  to  the  shipper,  and  the  risk  to  the 
farrier  attending  its  transportation  all  have  to  be  consid- 
ered in  determining  whether  a  rate  and  classification  are 
just  and  reasonable. 

§  484.  The  necessity  of  a  proper  classification. 

Different  articles  require  such  different  care  in  carriage 
that  it  would  be  unjust  to  fix  a  single  rate  that  should 
apply  to  all  articles  carried.  If  a  uniform  rate  were  fixed 
for  each  pound  carried,  lead  would  be  more  expensive  to 
ship  than  live  stock;  and  if  the  rate  were  proportioned  to 
bulk,  a  diamond  would  be  carried  more  cheaply  than  fence- 
posts.  It  is  necessary  in  order  to  distribute  fairly  among 
the  shippers  the  biu'den  of  the  entire  schedule  of  rates 
to  graduate  the  charge  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
article  carried.^  ''Classification  is  recognized  as  a  neces- 
sary method  of  adjusting  the  burdens  of  transportation 

^  When  differentials  are  not  dis-  oonugated   paper   or   pulp   cartons 

proportionate  to  differences  in  trans-  of    certain    sizes,    when    unorated, 

portation    conditions,    higher    rates  instead  of  assessing  on  actual  wei^ts, 

on  salt  in  packages  than  on  salt  is  unreasonable.     Millinery  Jobbers 

in  bulk  are  not  unreasonable.    Got-  Ass'n    v.    American    Express    Co., 

tron  Bros.  Co.  v.  G.  &  W.  R.  R.,  28  20  I.  C.  C.  498. 
I;C.  C.  38.  ^«  McDill,  Com.,  in  F.  Schumacher 

^  A    classification    rule    appl3ang  Milling  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 

minimum  weights  ou  shipments  in  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  61. 
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equitably  upon  the  various  articles  of  traffic,  in  view  of 
differing  ciroiunstanees  and  conditions,  and  biU  for  the 
necessity  of  such  adjustment,  considerations  based  alone 
on  weight  and  distance  of  haul  would  probably  determine 
rates,  except  as  modified  by  competition.  This  method, 
while  securing  practical  uniformity,  would  probably  de- 
prive many  articles  which  are  now  important  factors 
in  commerce  of  the  benefit  of  transportation  to  distant 
points."  « 

§  486.  Classification  a  convenience  in  rate  fixing. 

So  many  varieties  of  articles  are  carried  by  a  modem 
carrier  that  it  is  a  practical  impossibility  to  consider 
each  article  by  itself  and  fix  a  separate  rate  for  its  carriage. 
The  attempt  to  frame  separate  rates,  the  Commission 
early  said,  has  proved  to  be  so  cumbersome  and  incon- 
venient that  the  arrangement  of  freight  into  classes  is 
deemed  by  the  roads  an  essential  part  of  rate-making, 
and  is  so  treated  by  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  which 
requires  that  the  schedule  of  charges  which  every  carrier 
must  keep  open  to  the  public  ''shall  contain  the  classifi- 
cation in  force."  ^  Recently  the  Commission  ordered 
that  there  should  be  a  new  classification  of  express  rates, 
in  which  the  standard  or  first-class  rate  shall  be  that  on 
merchandise  and  to  which  there  shall  be  but  one  great 
class  of  exceptions,  or  second  class,  consisting  of  articles 
of  food  and  drink  now  carried  under  the  term  of  "general 
specials."  The  rate  on  the  latter  class  should  be  a  cer- 
tain percentage  of  the  merchandise  rate,  and  75  per  cent 
of  the  merchandise  rate  would  yield  a  fair  rate.  While 
other  rates  were  permitted  to  meet  traffic  needs  and  de- 
velop industries,  it  was  said  that  all  such  rates  should  be 
ba^ed  on  conditions  of  service  and  should  likewise  be 
stated  in  percentages  of  the  merchandise  rate.^^ 

^  Differences    in    loading    justify  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  460,  4 1.  C.  C.  Rep. 

differences  in  rate.    Re  Advances  in  550. 

Lemons,  23  I.  C.  C.  27.  "  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C. 

••Ck>xe  V.  Lehigh  VaUey  R.  R.,  380. 
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§  486.  History  of  classification  in  the  United  States. 

Before  the  passage  of  the  Interstate  Conuneroe  Act 
each  raiboad  company  had  its  own  classification  of  com- 
modities, and  fixed  its  own  rates;  subject  to  occasional 
modification  by  pools  and  traffic  agreements  with  con- 
necting or  competing  roads.  Upon  the  passage  of  the  Act 
the  inconvenience  of  this  system  became  so  obvious  that 
partially  successful  efforts  were  made  to  bring  about  a 
uniform  classification.^'  The  railroads  operating  in  the 
northeastern  part  of  the  United  States  agreed  upon  a  classi- 
fication known  as  the  Official  Classification;  those  operat- 
ing in  the  southeastern  part  of  the  United  States  agreed 
on  a  separate  classification  known  as  the  Southern;  and 
those  in  the  west  agreed  on  the  Western  Classification. 
The  boundaries  between  the  territory  covered  by  these 
classifications  respectively  are  formed  by  the  Potomac,  the 
Ohio,  and  the  Mississippi  Rivers.  These  classifications 
still  prevail  throughout  the  country,  although  subject 
to  various  modifications  appljdng  only  in  particular  in- 
stances. This  general  statement  requires  some  modifica- 
tion in  detail.  Thus  goods  shipped  west  from  Chicago 
take  the  Western  Classification  at  once  and  on  the  Pacific 
slope  the  Western  Classification  is  modified.  And  every 
railroad,  as  will  be  seen,  may  make  ''commodity"  rates 
for  certain  articles  outside  the  classification,  and  thus 
each  road  may  to  a  certain  extent  make  an  independent 
rating.  For  example,  class  rates  to  and  from  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  crossings  are  published  under  special  classi- 
fications.*' 


»« Thurber  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  742,  3  I.  C.  C.  473. 

For  a  discussion  of  circumstances 
justifying  advanced  rating  in  the 
classification  of  articles  in  Western 
CUssification  territory,  see  the  West- 
ern Classification  Case,  25  I.  C.  C. 
442. 

*'Texarkana    Freight    Bureau    v. 
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St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
569. 

There  are  other  groupings  to  be 
noted;  for  example,  lying  north  of 
the  Ohio  and  extending  west  from 
Pittsburgh  to  the  Mississippi  River, 
but  excluding  the  upper  crossings 
and  the  northern  comer  of  the  State 
of  Ulinois,  is  the  so-called  Central 
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§  487.  Unif  onnity  of  classification  attempted. 

Various  attempts  have  been  made  to  secure  one  uni- 
form classification  throughout  the  country;  and  to  this 
effort  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  has  lent  its 
aid.  The  Commission  has  sought  as  far  as  practicable 
to  secure  the  establishment  throughout  the  country  of  a 
uniform  classification  of  freight,  believing  it  to  be  to  the 
interest  and  advantage  of  both  carriers  and  shippers.  ^^ 
But  although  at  one  time  the  effort  seemed  on  the  point 
of  success,  nothing  came  of  it.  It  is  doubtful  whether 
it  will  ever  become  possible  to  frame  one  uniform  classi- 
fication. The  differences  of  classification  are  in  fact  due 
to  fundamentally  different  conditions  in  the  three  great 
divisions  of  the  country;  differences  in  density  of  popula- 
tion, in  nature  and  purpose  of  traffic,  in  cost  of  con- 
struction and  maintenance,  which  necessarily  influence  to 
some  extent  the  classification  of  articles  carried.  Until 
there  is  greater  uniformity  of  conditions,  identity  of  classi- 
fication is  unlikely,  and  if  secured  would  probably  oper- 
ate unjustly.  While  the  nearest  approximation  to  uni- 
formity of  classification  is  desirable,  'all  agree  that  great 
caution  should  govern  attempts  to  bring  it  about.  The 
Commission  has  said  to  force  it  at  once  was  undesirable, 
and  while  one  dealer  might  be  greatly  benefited  another 
might  be  ruined,  and  that  the  final  adjustment  of  a 
uniform  classification  must  necessarily  be  the  arrange- 
ment of  a  number  of  compromises.  And  it  was  said  in 
Pyle  V.  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  Railroad  Co.^^ 
that  occasional  inequalities  of  rate,  and  slight  and  occa- 
sional differences  in  the  rates  charged  would  not  prove 
that  the  whole  system  is  wrong  and  that  when  compari- 
son is  attempted  to  be  made  of  classification  and  rates, 
different    conditions    of    transportation    cannot    be    ig- 

Freight  Association  territory.    Com-  gle  Co.  v.  Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A.  Ry., 

inerdal  Club  of  Duluth  v.  B.  &  O.  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  489. 

R.  R.  Co.,  27  I.  C.  C.  639.  "  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  770,  1  I  C.  C. 

^  Yeomans,  Com.,  in  Duluth  Shin-  Rep.  473. 
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nored.^  Very  recently  the  Conunifision  has  spoken  more 
hopefully  of  the  possibility  of  a  uniform  classification, 
noting  that  the  carriers  are  working  upon  it  and  Congress 
has  it  under  advisement.  ^^ 

§  488.  Classification  necessarily  imperfect 

It  is  obvious,  of  course,  that  the  fewer  the  classes  cre- 
ated the  more  imperfect  the  classification  will  necessarily 
be.  Since  the  very  nature  of  classification  is  the  grouping 
together  of  different  things,  it  is  not  possible  to  secure 
exact  accuracy  of  treatment  for  all  the  varieties  included 
in  the  class;  and  the  fixing  of  rates  in  this  method  there^ 
fore  involves  compromise,  and  can  at  best  only  approxi- 
mate correctness.^^  As  the  Commission  said,  in  one  of 
the  most  exhaustive  cases  on  this  subject — National  Hay 
Association  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway — 
''The  making  of  railroad  tariffs  is  simplified  by  classifying 
the  great  number  of  articles  commonly  offered  for  trans- 
portation and  fixing  rates  for  the  different  classes  instead 
of  making  a  separate  rate  for  each  commodity.  In  a 
classification  such  as  the  Official,  which  contains  but  six 
general  classes,  it  is  manifestly  impossible  to  bring  to- 
gether in  each  class  only  such  articles  as  resemble  each 
other  in  the  elements  of  character,  use,  value,  volume, 
bulk,  weight,  risk  and  expense  of  handling,  which  have  so 
often  been  referred  to  as  governing  conditions  in  freight 
classification.  Besides  these  general  considerations  affect- 
ing classification,  competition  is  often  an  important  factor. 
Such  competition  includes  not  only  that  between  carriers, 
but  also  that  of  a  commodity  produced  in  one  section 
with  the  same  commodity  produced  in  another  section, 
and  sometimes  the  competition  of  one  kind  of  traffic 
with   another.     Necessarily   many   articles   must   appear 

••  McDill,  Com.,  in  F.  Schumacher  ^  Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  v.  Cleve- 

MiUing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  land,  Cin.,  Chicago  ^  St.  L.  Ry., 

R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  61.  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  131,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

^  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  87,  per  Veasie,  Com. 
V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  230. 
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together  in  a  class  which  bear  little  relation  to  each 
other  in  all  these  re^wete,  though  some  may  be  of  like 
character  vfbjle  differing  in  bulk  or  in  value^  others  have 
similar  bulk  while  varying  largely  as  to  wei^t  or  volume, 
and  still  others  pres^it  similarity  in  one  or  more  of  the 
elements  mentioned,  but  have  no  common  relation  as  to 
others.  The  best  that  can  be  done  under  such  a  scheme 
of  classification  is  to  place  two  or  more  articles  possessing 
general  similarity  in  the  same  class,  and  where  an  article 
is  not  analogous  to  any  other  to  put  that  article  in  the 
class  containing  commodities  which  are  most  nearly 
related  to  it  in  general  character  and  other  essential 
respects."  ^ 

§  489.  Classificatiaia  not  unduly  minute. 

No  classification  can  be  so  minute  as  to  conform  to  the 
differing  varieties  and  conditions  of  traffic;  and  to  separate 
different  grades  or  densities  of  the  same  article  into  differ- 
ent classes  with  varying  rates,  even  if  it  could  be  accom- 
plished, would  go  far  to  defeat  the  real  piupose  of  classifi- 
cation. If  the  rate  on  an  article  is  reasonable  to  those 
who  ship  the  great  bulk  of  that  article  in  the  form  in  which 
it  is  commonly  prepared  for  transportation,  that  rate  does 
not  become  unreasonable  to  the  shipper  of  a  small  quantity 
of  the  same  article,  merely  because  the  shipment  is  pre- 
pared in  an  imcommon  fonn,  and  one  which  affords  the 
carrier  a  greater  profit  per  hundred  pounds.  This  is 
particularly  true  when  the  preparation  of  that  article  in 
the  more  profitable  form  would  impose  some  degree  of 
hardship  upon  a  large  majority  of  shippers  because  of  its 
greater  expense;  and  for  this  among  other  reasons  it  was 
held  that  cotton  compressed  in  a  round  bale,  in  which 
form  it  could  be  handled  much  more  easily  and  occupied 
much  less  space  than  in  the  ordinary  bale,  was  not  neces- 
sarily for  that^  reason  entitled  to  a  lower  classification.* 

••9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  264,  306.  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

"Planter's  Compress  Co.   v.  C,      382. 
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And  the  Commission  commended  the  raihx)ads  for  placing 
in  the  same  class  all  window  shades^  whether  mounted  or 
unmounted/^  It  would  seem  that  the  classification  should 
be  no  more  minute  than  could  be  described  in  a  reasonable 
general  rule.  A  matter  so  extensive  and  difiicult  as 
classification  of  freights  must  evidently  be  mainly  gov- 
erned by  general  rules;  this  is  indispensable  to  any  system 
of  classification  at  all/^  The  alternative  is  a  rate  for 
every  commodity  separately^  instead  of  a  class  rate  for 
articles  of  enough  similarity  in  some  controlling  features 
to  be  classed  together.*^ 

§  490.  Extra  class  divisions. 

The  standard  classification,  which  contains  five  or  six 
classes,  while  sufficient  for  ordinary  commodities,  does  not 
and  in  the  nature  of  things  cannot  cover  exceptional  cases, 
and  especially  cases  of  especially  difficult  carriage.  In 
order  to  cover  such  exceptional  cases,  it  is  the  custom  to 
give  certain  commodities  a  rating  above  the  first  class, 
such  as  "double  first  class  rates,"  or  even  higher. •*  '  Fur- 
thermore, there  is  a  continual  tendency  to  differentiate 
commodities,  and  to  seek  a  means  of  giving  to  some 
article  a  rate  which  falls  between  two  successive  class 
rates.  This  tendency  has  resulted  in  the  creation  of  intra- 
class  ratings;  such  as  a  rate  "forty  per  cent  less  than 
third  class."     This  tendency  is  of  course  opposed  in  its 


•^Vearie,  Com.,  in  Page  v.  Dela- 
ware, L.  A  W.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
148,  168.  But  see  Interstate  Com. 
Comm.  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R., 
64  Fed.  723. 

"Andrews  Soap  Co.  v.  P.  C.  A 
St.  L.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  77, 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  41. 

**  Classification  cannot  reflect  mi- 
nute variations  in  value.  W.  E. 
Caldwell  Co.  v.  C.  I.  &  L.  Ry.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  R.  412. 

•4  A  classification  will  not  be  baaed 
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on  variations  in  value,  since  the 
number  of  classes  would  be  too  large, 
and  the  refinement  too  subtle  for 
practical  operation,  and  on  the  evi- 
dence presented  the  Commission 
was  not  justified  in  withdrawing  a 
particular  commodity  varying  in 
value,  density  and  dimensions  with 
each  bale,  from  the  general  class  to 
which  it  belonged.  Forest  City 
Freight  Bureau  'v.  Ann  Arbor  R. 
R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  205. 
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fundamental  principle  to  the  whole  theory  of  classification, 
and  if  given  play  enough  would  soon  put  an  end  to  the 
system  on  which  present  rates  are  based;  and  it  is  there- 
fore not  to  be  conmiended  as  a  general  expedient.  If  it 
seems  necessary  in  any  particular  case,  it  is  probably 
because  the  difference  in  rates  of  the  two  classes  con- 
cerned is  imduly  great.'* 

§  491.  Commodity  rates. 

But  besides  the  extra  class  rates  proper,  every  road  has 
specially  low  rates  for  some  staple  commodities,  below  the 
lowest  class  rates,  which  are  known  as  commodity  rates. 
Commodity  rates  are  special  rates,  which  ought  to  be 
made  with  reference  to  aU  conditions  surrounding  trans- 
portation of  the  particular  articles  between  the  particular 
points."  The  principle  on  which  such  rates  are  estab- 
lished is  doubtless  a  soimd  one.  The  articles  which  are 
granted  commodity  rates  are  staples  of  comparatively  low 
value,  like  grain,  lumber,  and  salt,  moving  in  great  quanti- 
ties over  roads  of  which  they  form  a  large  part  of  their 
traffic.  A  granger  road,  carrying  great  quantities  of 
grain  in  bulk,  is  in  an  entirely  different  position  as  to 
traffic  in  grain  from  a  road  in  another  part  of  the  coimtry , 
carrying  small  quantities  from  time  to  time  to  the  small 
consumer;  and  while  the  traffic  of  the  latter  road  can  be 
classified,  that  of  the  former  requires  special  treatment. 
Each  road,  therefore,  may  establish  commodity  rates  in 
such  cases;  subject  to  the  limitation  that  the  rate  must 
not  be  xmduly  low,  so  as  to  cause  a  loss.    A  commodity 


*"Ab  the  Commiasion  astutely 
said  recently,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why, 
in  a  scientific  schedule,  Class  A  and 
Class- 5  should  be  the  same;  the  ob- 
ject of  creating  different  classes  is 
to  apply  different  rates.  Iowa  R.  R. 
Comm's  V.  Aria.  E.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
563. 

**  Misffissippi  River  Case,  28  I.  C. 
C.47. 


While  a  commodity  rate  may  be  a 
different  rate  from  a  class  rate,  it 
does  not  necessarily  follow  that  it 
must  be  a  lower  rate,  nor  is  it  ob- 
ligatory upon  the  carrier  to  thereby 
establish  a  lower  rate.  Wheeling 
Corrugating  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R., 
18  I.  C.  C.  125. 
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must  not  be  carried  at  such  unremunerative  rates  as  will 
impose  burdens  upon  other  articles  transported  to  recoup 
loss  incurred  in  carrying  that  commodity .^^ 

§  492.  Method  of  classification. 

Classification  in  the  United  States,  as  matters  are 
ordered  to-day,  is  made  by  a  committee  appointed  by  the 
railroads  operating  within  the  territory  for  which  the 
classification  is  to  be  prepared,  who  meet  from  time  to 
time  to  prepare  or  revise  the  classification  sheet.  Classifi- 
cations are  adopted  by  this  committee  by  majority  vote, 
and  are  then  published,  and  when  published  are  binding  on 
all  the  roads  concerned.  The  printed  schedule  containing 
the  classification  of  all  articles  for  carriage  is  called  ihe 
classification  sheet.  It  has  been  insisted  that  ratings 
should  be  broad  enough  to  meet  general  commercial 
demands  and  should  not  be  indefinite.^  And  where  both 
class  and  conmiodity  rates  on  any  commodity  are  in 
effect  it  is  always  held  that  the  commodity  rate,  being 
specific,  takes  the  article  out  of  the  classification  and  be- 
comes the  only  lawful  rate.** 


§  493.  Interpretation  of  the  classification  sheet. 

The  classification  sheet  becomes  a  document  of  interest 
to  the  public,  and  shippers  are  at  once  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  its  terms.    It  is  therefore  a  dociunent  to  which 


"'Anthony  Salt  Go.  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  1,  5  I.  C. 
C.  Rep.  299. 

Class  rates  on  heavy  commodities 
are  made  to  move  the  more  or  less 
limited  shipments  from  place  to 
place,  and  commodity  rates  to  move 
laige  steady  shipments.  James  & 
Abbot  Co.  V.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C. 
C.  273. 

•  Sea  Gull  Specialty  Co.  v.  Balti- 
more Steam  Packet  Co.,  27  I.  C.  C. 
267. 

Canceling  a  commodity  rate  and 
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re-establishing  a  higher  class  rate  in 
order  to  remove  a  discrimination  and 
bring  rates  into  proper  relationship, 
held  to  be  justified.  In  re  Advances 
on  Apples,  24  I.  C.  C.  38. 

^Central  Gatifomia  Traction  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  24  I.  C. 
C.  650. 

Sufficient  reason  not  advanced 
for  abolition  of  class  rate  and  estab- 
lishment of  low  commodity  rate. 
Volco  Mfg.  Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 
28  I.  C.  C.  289, 
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the  carrier  cannot  give  such  an  uxterpretation  as  it  desires. 
The  interpretation  is  subject  to  the  rules  governing  writ- 
ings in  general,  and  the  carrier  is  bound  by  the  classifica- 
tion sheet  according  to  its  ordinary  legal  interpretation. 
For  example,  it  is  a  well^^established  rule  that  the  publica- 
tion of  a  commodity  rate  takes  the  commodity  out  of 
the  class  rate,  within  the  description  of  which  it  would 
otherwise  fall.'®  TTie  classification  is  supposed  to  inform 
the  persons  engaged  in  that  business  in  what  classes  the 
articles  they  handle  are  placed  for  transportation  pur- 
poses, and  it  would  fail  to  do  this  if  instead  of  employing 
terms  of  designation  in  the  sense  familiar  to  themselves  it 
made  use  of  them  in  a  sense  fixed  upon  by  peisons  engaged 
in  an  occupation  altogether  different,  and  which  might  to 
an  expert  in  their  own  business  be  strange  and  mislead- 


ing." 


Tojyic  B.  General  Principles  of  Classifying 


§  494.  Influences  determining  classifieation. 

In  ideal  traflUc  conditions  certain  elements  would  be 
taken  into  account  in  establishing  a  freight  rate.  These, 
among  others,  would  be  the  value  of  the  commodity,  the 
bulk  of  the  commodity,  the  cost  of  service,  the  volume  of 
traffic,  etc.  Under  these  conditions  the  witnesses  rather 
thought  that  value  might  be  a  pretty  important  factor 
in  determining  the  freight  rate.  Under  actual  conditions, 
while  an  attempt  was  made  to  regard  these  various  con- 
siderations, as  a  rule  the  controlling  influence  was  com- 
petition. Whatever  traffic  managers  would  be  glad  to  do, 
at  the  present  time  they  do  not,  and  perhaps  cannot, 
consider  in   the   making   of  rates   much   beyond   actual 

^  InduuMipolis  Frdght  Bureau  v.  '^  Hurlburt  v.  Lake  Share  &  M.  3. 

C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  81,  2  L  C. 

341.  C.  Rep.  122. 

RttkB    fbr    the    intervention    of  Results  of  making  false  classifica- 

claasafieation  sheets.     See  Smith  v.  tion.     See   Illinois   Central   R.  R. 

Gt.  Northem  Ry.  Co.,  15  N.  D.  195,  Co.  v.  Seitz,  214  111.  350,  73  N.  E. 

107  N.  W.  56.  685. 
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competitive  conditions.  In  Grain  Shippers'  Association  v. 
Illinois  Central  Railroad/^  Mr.  Commissioner  Prouty  said: 
'' Originally  these  various  factors  entered  to  an  extent  into 
the  freight  rate,  and  under  their  operation  schemes  of 
rates  and  classifications  were  built  up.  Those  classifica- 
tions and  class  rates  serve  in  a  measure  as  the  basis  of 
rates  at  the  present  time,  having  been  gradually  modified 
by  the  action  of  competitive  forces."  Following  the  same 
line  of  thouglht,  Mr,  Commissioner  Veazie,  in  Proctor  & 
Gamble  Company  v,  Cincinnati,  Hamilton  &  Dayton 
Railway,^*  pointed  out,  in  speaking  of  the  classification 
committee,  that,  "It  should  not  be  overlooked  that  their 
training  has  been  largely  from  the  railroad  standpoint  and 
on  this  account  their  error,  if  either  way,  is  more  liable  to 
be  in  favor  of  high  rates.  That  they  should  always  be 
exactly  right  is  more  than  any  earthly  tribimal  ever 
attained." 

§  496.  Adjustment  of  business  to  established  classification. 

Since  the  classification  of  freiglhts  is  the  result  of  long 
experience,  and  business  has  become  adjusted  to  it,  the 
classification  and  rates  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  it  is 
made  clear  that  there  is  some  tangible  inequality  involved 
and  a  fairer  adjustment  of  rates  is  shown.  Due  weight 
must  also  be  given  to  the  fact  that  the  free  movement  of 
the  commodity  is  an  auxiliary  to  the  production  of  a  larger 
volume  of  traffic  to  the  carriers.^*  The  classification  of 
many,  if  not  most  articles  has  been  substantially  the  same 
since  the  Act  took  effect.^*     During  all  this  time,  and 


"  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  158. 

Elements  of  classification  are  con- 
sidered in  full  in  I.  &  S.  Docket  No. 
76,  25  I.  C;  C.  472.  KeUogg  Food 
Co.  V.  G.  T.  Ry.  of  Canada,  26  I. 
C.  C.  611. 

"  Int.  Com.  Rep.  131,  4  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  87. 

Preservation  of  classification  calls 
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for  the  exercise  of  "the  flexible  limit 
of  judgment  which  belongs  to  the 
power  to  fix  rates.''  Louisville  & 
Nashville  Railroad  Coal  and  Coke 
Rates,  26  I.  C.  C.  20. 

^*  Meridian  Fertilizer  Factory  v. 
Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  361. 

"Grjun  Shippers  Ass'n  v.  I.  C. 
Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  168. 


Classification  of  Commodities  [  §  496 

probably  during  a  much  longer  time,  traflSc  conditions  and 
commercial  conditions  have  been  adjusting  themselves  to 
this  relation  of  rates.  Certainly  this  relation  should  not  be 
disturbed  until  some  intelligent  opinion  can  be  formed  as 
to  what  should  take  the  place  of  it.  It  is  not  enough  to 
know  that  the  present  conditions  are  not  ideal.  It  must 
further  appear  that  something  better  is  attainable.  While 
it  may  be  true  that  the  tendency  should  be  to  eliminate 
commodity  rates  and  work  more  nearly  to  a  class  basis, 
still  the  rates  of  this  country  have  been  built  upon  a 
different  theory,  and  to  apply  that  theory  would  be 
revolutionary  and  destructive  of  many  legitimate  busi- 
ness enterprises.^*  While  every  effort  conducive  to  uni- 
formity of  classification  is  to  be  commended,  it  does  not 
follow  that  that  result  should  be  attained  by  accepting  as  a 
standard  a  classification  prescribing  a  rate  which,  when 
applied  to  a  given  commodity  or  territory,  becomes  un- 
reasonable." 

§  496.  Classification  according  to  representations. 

In  determining  the  true  classification  of  goods  offered  for 
carriage  the  carrier  may  act  upon  the  shippers'  representa- 
tions as  to  the  nature  of  the  goods.  This  was  neatly 
brought  out  in  a  case  where  a  manufacturer  claimed  that 
his  soap,  which  was  advertised  extensively  as  toilet  soap, 
should  be  classed  not  as  toilet  soap  but  as  laundry  soap.^^ 
He  claimed  that  his  soap  was  a  cheap  soap,  and  com- 
peted in  the  market  with  laimdry  soap;  but  as  it  had  been 
extensively  advertised  as  toilet  soap  it  was  necessary  to 
call  it  toilet  soap  in  order  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  ad- 
vertising. The  Commission  held  that  the  railroads  were 
right  in  classifjdng  the  soap  according  to  the  representa- 
tion of  its  manufacturer.    Mr.  Commissioner  Schoomacher 

*•  United   States  Leather  Co.   v.  "  Andrews  Soap  Co,  v.  Pittsburgh, 

S.  Ry.,  21  1.  C.  C.  323,  C.  &  St.  L.,  3  Int,  Com.  Rep.  77, 

^  In  re  Advances  on  Looomotiyes,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  41,  per  Schoomacher, 

21  I.  C.  C.  103.  Commissioner. 
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said:  ''The  Commission  is  unable  to  see  how  it  can  prop- 
erty or  justly  require  carriers  to  analyze  the  freight 
offered  to  them,  to  ascertain  its  quality  and  its  actual 
value,  when  those  are  claimed  to  differ  from  its  trade 
designation  and  the  price  paid  by  the  consumer.  A  rule 
of  that  kind  would  be  altogether  impracticable.  The 
public  is  entitled  to  truthful  representations  respecting 
goods  offered  for  sale.  If  an  erroneous  representation  is 
essential  to  the  sale  of  a  commodity  it  is  not  inequitable 
that  some  burden  should  be  a  necessary  consequence. 
When  a  manufacturer  describes  his  article  to  the  public 
for  the  purpose  of  making  a  market  for  it,  he  also  so 
describes  it  for  purposes  of  carriage,  and  it  seems  as 
reasonable  that  the  carrier  should  have  a  riglht  to  accept 
the  manufacturer's  representation  concerning  his  product 
as  that  the  public  should  be  influenced  by  it  in  the  pur- 
chase of  the  article."  ^ 

§  497.  Bases  of  classif]ring  goods. 

In  Myer  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis 
Railway**  the  complainant,  a  manufacturer  of  hats, 
objected  to  the  classification  of  hatters'  furs  as  double 
first  class.  The  Commission,  comparing  hatters'  furs  with 
the  other  articles  classed  in  the  same  way,  found  that 
none  of  them  ''affords  as  desirable  traffic  as  the  one  imder 
consideration,  and  in  only  three  or  four  instances  is  there 
any  approach  to  this."  Comparing  with  articles  in  the 
first  class,  they  concluded  that  "but  very  few  of  them 
are  as  desirable  freight  as  hatters'  furs  and  fur  scraps  and 
cuttings,  and  that  none  of  them  are  more  so.  No  special 
reasons  were  shown  why  these  two  commodities  should 
pay  a  higher  rate  than  other  similar  commodities."  In 
reply  to  this,  the  carrier  contended  that  "one  commodity 

^  If  a  certain  brand  of  cleanser  is         *(*  9  I.  C.  C.  78. 
to  be  transported  as  soda  ash,   it         See  also  Warner  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 

should  be  so  designated.    Ford  Co.  v.  H.  R.  R.  R.,  4  I.  C.  C.  32,  3  Int. 

M.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  607.  Com.  Rep.  257. 
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should  not  be  compared  with  another  unless  the  two  are 
competitive;  hatters'  furs  cannot  therefore  be  tested  by 
dry-goods  or  boots  and  shoes/'  and  counsel  argued  that 
the  main  element  in  the  determination  of  a  classification  is 
"value  of  the  service,"  or  ''what  the  traffic  will  bear." 
Mr.  Commissioner  Prouty,  however,  refused  to  follow  this 
argument,  saying:  '*Mr.  Gill,  Chairman  of  the  Official 
Classification  Committee,  speaking  both  as  a  witness  and 
as  counsel  for  the  defendants,  asserts  that  the  main  ele- 
ment in  the  determination  of  a  classification  is  'value  of 
service,'  or  'what  the  traffic  will  bear.'  There  is  un- 
doubtedly much,  we  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  now  inquire 
how  much,  truth  in  this  contention  of  Mr.  Gill;  but  it 
cannot  be  admitted  that  those  are  the  only  considerations 
to  be  observed.  It  has  been  repeatedly  claimed  by  carriers 
and  repeatedly  held  by  the  Commission  that  in  the  form- 
ing of  a  classification  bulk,  value,  liability  to  damage,  and 
similar  elements  affecting  the  desirability  of  the  traffic 
should  be  considered,  and  that  analogous  articles  should 
ordinarily  be  placed  in  the  same  class.^^  Manifestly  in 
determining  what  freight  rates  shall  be  borne  by  different 
commodities  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  obtain  a  fair 
relation  between  those  commodities,  and  a  classification 
which  utterly  ignores  all  considerations  of  this  kind  or 
which  utterly  fails  to  give  due  weight  to  such  considera- 
tions is  unjust  and  unreasonable." 

§  498.  Justification  for  making  classification  on  railroads* 

In  the  discussion  of  classification  it  is  to  be  noticed  that 
the  question  is  not  what  classification  the  judges  would 
make  if  they  were  acting  as  a  committee  to  frame  a  sched- 
ule; the  question  is  rather  whether  the  classification  adop- 
ted by  the  carrier  can  be  justified.    In  the  cases  in  which 

*^  Bulk,  value,  risk,  weight,  and  Ford  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C. 
form  in  which  tendered,   roust  be      C.  507. 

considered  in  framing  classification.         See  also  Page  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry., 

6  I.  C.  C.  548. 
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classification  is  discussed,  therefore,  the  court  has  to 
determine  not  whether  it  could  imagine  a  better  classifica- 
tion, but  whether  it  should  overthrow  the  adopted  classifi- 
cation as  clearly  unreasonable.^^  Classification  is  not  an 
exact  science,  nor  may  the  rating  accorded  a  particular 
article  be  detennined  alone  by  the  yardstick,  the  scales  and 
the  dollar.  The  volume  and  desirability  of  the  traffic,  the 
hazard  of  carriage,  and  the  possibility  or  probability  of 
misrepresentation  of  the  article  are  considerations  of 
prime  importance  in  classification.  At  best  it  is  but  a 
grouping,  and  when  the  approximation  resulting  from  it  is 
not  found  to  cause  the  exaction  of  an  unreasonable  or  a 
discriminatory  charge  it  will  not  be  disturbed.*'  It  has 
been  pointed  out  by  the  Commission  that  there  are  a  great 
variety  of  factors  which  influence  classification;  and  it  is 
only  necessary  that  there  should  be  enough  of  them  similar  to 
make  the  kinship  sufficient.  Weight  per  cubic  foot,  intrin- 
sic value  per  unit,  form  in  which  tendered,  risk  to  the 
carrier,  volume  of  the  traffic,  and  regularity  of  the  busi- 
ness— these  and  similar  matters  affecting  transportation 
should  all  be  considered.**  Carriers,  within  proper  limita- 
tions, may  take  competition  into  consideration  in  classify- 
ing freight.  Competition  that  may  be  considered  in 
proper  cases  not  only  includes  that  between  carriers,  but 
also  that  of  the  commodity  produced  in  one  section  of  the 
coimtry  with  the  same  commodity  produced  in  another 
section,  and  sometimes  competition  of  one  kind  of  traffic 
with  another  kind.'* 

§  499.  Reasonableness  of  classification  requisite. 

As  a  practical  matter,  therefore,  the  reasonableness  of 
a   particular   rate   depends   upon    the   reasonableness   of 

"  Planters  Compress  CJo.  v.  Cleve-         "  Yawman  &  E.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  A., 

land,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  260. 
C.  Rep.  382.  «*  Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co. 

"  Forest  City  Freight  Bureau  v.  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  R.,   17  I.  C.  C, 

Ann  Arbor  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  205.  197. 
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classification.  Manifestly  in  determining  respective  classi- 
fication an  attempt  should  be  made  to  obtain  a  fair  rela- 
tion between  the  services  rendered,  and  a  classification 
which  fails  to  do  this  is  unreasonable.  When  the  rate  for  a 
particular  service  is  in  question  the  decision  primarily 
involves  a  comparison  with  other  services  as  now  classified. 
Classification  by  its  very  nature  involves  the  relation  of 
one  service  to  all  others,  and  such  comparison  is  therefore 
essential  in  testing  any  scheme  of  classification.  Classifi- 
cation furnishes  the  best  index  of  reasonable  rate  for 
particular  service.®*  If  the  schedule  of  rates  as  a  whole  is 
producing  too  much  or  too  little  this  as  has  been  seen  can 
be  determined  with  reasonable  certainty  upon  well  estab- 
lished principles;  but  whether  the  particular  rates  are 
proper  ones  it  was  conceded  could  not  be  determined 
by  mere  computation  with  any  such  degree  of  accuracy. 
If  the  returns  on  the  whole  schedule  are  too  high  there 
should  be  a  general  reduction  of  rates  or  if  too  low  there 
should  be  a  general  advance;  in  neither  case  should  a 
particular  class  be  selected  for  benefit  of  reduction  or  the 
burden  of  advance.  But  granting  that  the  whole  returns 
from  the  schedule  are  reasonable,  then  the  question  as  to 
the  reasonableness  of  a  particular  rate  is  whether  it  is 
properly  placed  in  a  reasonable  classification.  A  classifi- 
cation to  be  reasonable  must  not  only  put  similar  services 
in  the  same  classes,  but  must  make  proportionate  differ- 
ences between  the  rates  charged  against  the  respective 
classes.  Thus  the  law  as  to  particular  rating  reverts  to  its 
original  test  of  proportionate  share  of  the  proper  burden. 
But  granting  that  the  existing  classification  constitutes  a 
reasonable  system,  the  question  remains  as  to  a  particu- 
lar service  whether  it  is  properly  placed  in  that  sys- 
tem.*^ 

"  The  character  of  an  article  is  ^  In  all  classifications,  public  pol- 
to  be  considered  in  determining  its  icy  must  be  considered.  In  re  Ad- 
classification  rating.  Western  Classi-  vances  on  Coal  to  Lake  Ports,  22 
fication  Case,  25  I.  C.  C.  442.  I.  C.  C.  R.  604. 
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§  600.  A  proper  rate  involves  reascmableness  of  cIami- 
fication* 
It  is  the  recognized  legal  duty  of  the  carrier  so  to  classily 
traffic  and  fix  charges  thereon  that  the  burdens  of  trans- 
portation shall  be  reasonably  and  justly  distributed  among 
the  articles  they  carry.**  That  is  the  governing  principle 
of  a  freiglht  classification,  and  it  arises  under  the  obliga- 
tion imposed  upon  carriers  by  the  statute  not  to  charge 
unreasonable  or  unjust  rates  or  to  impose  any  unjust 
discrimination  or  imdue  prejudice  in  any  respect  whatso- 
ever. It  is  evident  therefore  that  even  in  cases  where 
the  need  of  additional  revenue  is  apparent  the  carrier 
cannot  arbitrarily  select  some  one  or  more  articles  upon 
which  to  apply  higher  rates  regardless  of  the  relation  which 
such  article  or  articles  bear  to  other  commodities  com- 
monly offered  for  transportation.®^  A  general  advance  or 
diminution  of  all  freight  rates  involves  a  question  only 
of  the  reasonableness  of  the  return  from  the  whole  tariff 
schedule;  and  even  an  advance  of  rates  for  a  whole  class  of 
commodities  involves  principally  only  a  question  of  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rate  as  a  whole.  But  if  the  rate 
charged  upon  a  particular  commodity  is  in  question,  the 
decision  involves  a  comparison  with  other  commodities. 
It  must  be  determined  whether  the  commodity  is  propwly 
classified  in  comparison  with  other  commodities. 

§  SOI.  Classification  not  determined  by  a  particular  com- 
modity. 
While  as  a  general  principle  it  is  clear  that  each  shipper 
in  the  case  of  any  particular  shipment  is  entitled  to  a  rate 
no  greater  than  is  reasonable  for  that  shipment,  it  is  equally 
true  that  if  a  shipper  complains  of  the  ckiasification  of  the 
goods  he  offers  for  shipment  the  justice  of  his  complaint 
cannot  be  determined  by  considering  merely  the  effect  of 

» Page  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  » National    Hay    Abs'h    v.    Lake 

R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  525,  6  I.  C.  C.      Shore  A  M.  8.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  R&p. 
Rep.  148.  264. 
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such  classification  on  the  rate  charged  for  the  particular 
shipment  in  question.  Classification  by  its  very  nature 
involves  the  relation  of  one  commodity  to  all  others;  and 
comparison  with  other  commodities  is  therefore  essential 
to  any  scheme  of  classification.^  An  attempt  to  reform 
a  classification  by  a  selection  of  isolated  cases  and  single 
classes,  and  changing  them  without  a  study  of  the  entire 
scheme,  would  be  dangerous.  The  entire  effect  of  a  pro- 
posed change  can  only  be  known  by  comprehending  the 
relation  of  each  particular  article  or  class  to  the  combined 
scheme.  Therefore,  a  complainant  asking  a  change  in 
classification,  as  in  this  case,  with  reference  to  a  single 
group  of  articles,  should  be  required  to  show  a  case  of 
unjust  discrimination  or  wrong  done  to  procure  a  change.^^ 

§  602.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

Until  the  Commission  got  power  to  fix  rates,  the  Supreme 
Court  held  that  it  had  no  power  to  order  changes  in  clas- 
sification.*^  But  now  it  is  recognized  that,  if  the  Commis- 
sion finds  a  classification  of  rates  improper,  it  has  power 
to  take  such  action  as  the  situation  requires.^^  It  was 
clear  enough,  after  the  changes  in  section  15  in  1906,  that 
where  classification  controls  rates,  the  Commission  is 
empowered  to  pass  upon  all  such  practices  affecting  rates.^^ 
Indeed,  under  the  amendment  to  section  1  of  1910,  giving 
it  control  of  freight  classification,  it  has  power  to  deter- 
mine the  reasonableness  of  differences  that  are  made  be- 


**F.  Schumacher  Milling  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  R,  I.  &  P.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  61. 

*^See  also  Page  v.  Delaware,  L. 
&  W.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  548, 
citing  £au  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.,  4  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  65,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  264;  Jamee 
V.  Canadian  P.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
274, 5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  612;  Raymond  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.,  1  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  627,  1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  230;  Boards 

28 


of  Trade  Union  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  608,  1 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  216. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  L.  S.  A  M.  S.  Ry.,  202  U.  S. 
613, 50  L.  ed.  1171, 26  Sup.  Ct.  766. 

«  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  R.  v.  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission,  206 
U.  S.  142,  51  L.  ed.  995,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
648. 

»*  National  Hay  Ass'n  v.  M.  C. 
R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  34. 
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tween  the  rates  on  various  kinds  of  commodities.**  With 
its  new  powers,  the  Commission  now  has  a  large  measure 
of  supervision  in  all  its  details  over  the  classification  of 
freights.**  There  can  be  no  question  to-day,  therefore, 
that  the  Commission  has  power  to  compel  carriers  to 
adopt  classifications.*^  Classification  will  not  be  changed 
by  Commission  in  absence  of  evidence  that  rate  is  unlaw- 
ful, unless  it  fairly  appears  that  a  particular  article  is  not 
rated  with  other  articles,  similar  in  value,  weight,  and  other 
essential  transportation  qualities.*^  In  fixing  rates  on 
competitive  articles,  the  relation  should  be  determined 
on  the  basis  of  difference  in  cost  of  service;  and  many  of 
the  other  considerations  entering  into  establishment  of 
rates  upon  independent  or  isolated  articles  should  be  in 
large  part  eliminated.**  A  carrier  was  recently  held  jus- 
tified in  canceling  a  low  commodity  rate,  and  establishing 
a  higher  class  rate  at  a  non-competitive  point,  where  no 
good  reason  existed  for  extendmg  the  commodity  rate 
effective  at  competitive  points.^  Where  a  complainant 
contends  that  the  ratings  in  one  classification  system  are 
unjust  and  unreasonable,  a  comparison  of  the  ratings  in  a 
different  classification  is  by  no  means  a  guide  to  the  relative 
transportation  charges,  unless  the  class  rates  under  the 
several  classifications  are  also  considered.' 

§  603.  Relief  from  improper  classifications. 

Changes  in  classification  affect  revenues  as  much  as 
changes  in  rates.'  In  determining  the  proper  classifica- 
tion of  articles  the  following  elements  are  considered  by 

»» In  re  Advancea  on  Coal  to  Lake  »  W.  E.  Caldwell  Co.  v.  C.  I.  & 

Ports,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  604.  L.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  412. 

^  Western  Classification  Case,  25  .  ^  Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  O.  & 

I.  C.  C.  442.  W.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  77. 

•^  Carnegie  Board  of  Trade  v.  P.  *  Milbum  Wagon  Co.  v.  L.  S.  & 

Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  123.  M.  S.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  93. 

*  In   re   Advances   in   Class   and  '  Ass'n  of  Union  Made  Garments 

Commodity    Rates,    25    I.    C.    C.  M'frs  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  R., 

401.  16  I.  C.  C.  405. 
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the  Commission^  according  to  what  is  now  the  leading 
case  on  the  subject:  Bulk^  character  of  article,  cost  of 
service,  desirability  of  the  traffic,  distinction  in  transporta- 
tion conditions,  ease  of  handUng,  expense  of  carriage, 
hazardousness,  liabiUty  to  waste  or  injury,  loading,  manner 
of  packing,  possibility  or  probability  of  false  billing,  risk, 
space  occupied,  tonnage,  use,  utilization  of  equipment, 
value  of  article,  value  of  service,  volume  of  traffic  and 
weight/  Classification,  from  its  very  nature  and  use, 
cannot  be  so  minute  as  to  do  mathematically  exact  justice 
to  every  variety  of  commerce  that  may  move,^  But, 
generally  speaking,  shippers  are  entitled  to  rates  both 
relatively  and  inherently  reasonable.^  The  work  of  clas- 
sification should  be  confined  to  classification  as  such, 
entirely  separate  from  the  question  of  rates  or  revenues 
of  carriers  J  The  character  of  the  commodity  is  to  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  the  proper  classification  of  articles.^ 
A  total  disregard  of  weight  in  transportation  of  locomotives 
under  mileage  basis  is  unfair  to  carriers  and  discriminatory 
as  between  shippers.*  A  carrier  may  not  properly  look  be- 
yond the  transportation  to  the  ownership  of  the  shipment 
as  a  basis  for  determining  the  applicability  of  its  rates.  ^° 
And  it  is  still  more  clear  that  the  personality  of  consignee 
can  afford  no  basis  for  a  difference  in  rates.  ^^ 

§  604.  Low-grade  commodities. 

Various  ruUngs  on  what  are  low-grade  commodities,  as 
these  matters  are  generally  considered,  are  collected  here 
for  the  purpose  of  emphasis.    Unfinished  stone  or  granite 

*  Western  Classification  Case,  25         ^  Taylor  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  M.  P. 
I.  C.  C.  442.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  205. 

^  Klauer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  '  In  re  Advances  in  Rates  on  Lo- 

Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  508.  comotives  and  Tenders,  21  I.  C.  C. 

•  Coke  Producers  Ass'n  v.  B.  &  O.      R.  103. 

Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  125.  »  Export  Shipping  Co.  v.  Wabash 

» In  re  Advances  on  Flaxseed,  25      R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  437. 
1.  C.  C.  337.  "  Sligo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 

S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  139. 
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is  a  low-grade  heavy  commodity,  and  an  advance  in  its 
rates  was  therefore  held  excessive."  Fertilizer  is  a  low- 
grade  commodity,  requiring  no  special  service,  and  should 
receive  a  low  rate."  Fuel  wood  is  a  low-grade  commodity, 
and  freight  is  a  large  item  in  its  final  cost.^^  Brick  is  a 
very  desirable  traffic,  possessing  elements  which  seem  to  call 
for  the  making  of  low  rates.  ^^  Sand  and  gravel  rates  should 
be  very  low,  as  compared  with  other  conmiodities.  ^*  Salt 
is  to  be  compared  with  cement,  clay,  brimstone,  pig  lead, 
and  other  low-grade  conmiodities.  ^^  Rates  on  cement 
should  bear  a  relation  to  the  scale  of  rates  on  lime  and 
brick.  ^*  Scrap-iron  rates  should  not  necessarily  be  fixed 
with  a  definite  relation  to  the  rates  on  pig  iron  or  new  rails.  ^* 
Cottonseed  was  held  entitled  to  same  rate  as  cottonseed 
oil;  whether  it  is  entitled  to  same  rate  as  cottonseed  meal 
and  cake,  was  not  decided.^  Ordinarily  the  rate  on  malt 
is  the  same  as  that  upon  grain  products,  and  this  is  some- 
times the  same  as  the  grain  rate  and  sometimes  slightly 
higher. ^^  The  Conmiission  realizes  that  as  American 
practice  has  become,  the  commodity  rate  plays  a  large 
part  in  the  development  of  our  commerce,  and  that  this  is 
a  condition  with  which  it  must  reckon. ^^ 


§  606.  High-grade  manufactures. 

At  the  other  extreme  are  high-grade  manufactures,  which 
may  properly  be  charged  proportionately  more,  as  the 
following  examples  will  show.  For  instance,  rates  on  such 
difficult  freights  to  handle   safely  as  furniture  are  nec- 

"  Sims  V.  M.  &  W.  R.  R.  R.,  26  "  Iowa-Minnesota  Cement  Rates, 

1.  C.  C.  275.  28  I.  C.  C.  477. 

*'  Meridan  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  V.  S.  "  Scrap-Iron  Rates  Between  Du- 

&  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  224.  luth    and    Chicago,    28    I.    C.    C. 

^*  Rates  on  Fuel  Wood,  Sawdust,  467. 

and  Shavings,  26  I.  C.  C.  254.  »  East  St.  Louis  Cotton  Oil  Co. 

»  Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co.  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C. 

V.  A,  A.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  197.  588, 

"  Rates  on  Sand  to  Houston,  Tex.,  "  Grain  Rates  in  C.  F.  A.  Territory, 

26  I.  C.  C.  677.  28  I.  C.  C.  549. 

"  Gottron  Bros.  Co.  v.  G.  &  W.  «  Western  Classification  Case,  26 

R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  38.  I.  C.  C.  442. 
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essarily  high,^'  So  is  the  classification  of  such  delicate 
machinery  as  motor  cycles.  ^^  A  contention  that  a  rate 
on  sash,  doors,  and  bUnds  should  be  higher  than  on  lumber 
was  held  not  to  justify  an  advance,  as  it  presupposes  the 
reasonableness  of  lumber  rate,  which  is  not  shown.  ^^  While 
it  was  admitted  that  rates  on  wool  may  properly  be  higher 
than  upon  the  live  animal,  it  was  said  that  it  was  difficult 
to  justify  present  differences.^*  Paper  and  labels,  being 
sufficiently  hke  paper  wrappers  or  printed  wrapping  paper, 
should  be  rated  second  class  under  provisions  of  the  West- 
em  Classification."  The  rate  on  window  glass  from  Pitts- 
burg to  Atlanta  was  held  not  unreasonable  as  compared 
with  the  rate  on  glazed  sash.^  As  the  cost  of  transporta- 
tion in  case  of  live  stock  and  products  of  live  stock  is  ap- 
proximately the  same,  there  should  not  be  differences  in 
classification  materially  affecting  the  rate.^  The  impres- 
sion of  the  Commission  is  that  rates  on  box  shooks,  laths, 
shingles,  ties,  and  certain  other  rough  products  of  lumber 
ordinarily  do  not  exceed  those  on  the  lumber  from  which 
they  are  manufactured.'®  And  the  Commission  will  hesi- 
tate to  revise  by  order  the  relationship  of  rates  on  kindred 
commodities.'^ 

Topic  C.     Comparison  of  Commodities 

§  606.  Elements  in  comparison  of  commodities. 

As  will  have  been  noted  in  dealing  with  the  cases  through- 
out this  chapter,  classification  is  predicated  upon  bringing 
into  the  same  rating  articles  which  are  sufficiently  similar 
for  transportation  purposes  to  justify  their  carriage  at 

-*  Furniture  Rates  in  the  North-  "  Masee  &  Felton  Lumber  Co.  v. 

west,  26  I.  C.  C.  665.  S.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  110. 

"Griffing  v.   C.   &  N.   W.   Ry.,  "Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  O.  & 

25  1.  C.  C.  134.  W.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  77. 

"  Rates    on    Sash,    Doors,    and  *  Sawyer  &  Austin  Lumber  Co.  v. 

Blinds  into  Texas,  26  I.  C.  C.  116.  St.  L.,  I,  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R. 

"In  re  Transportation  of  Wool,  141. 

Hides,  and  Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  151.  *»  Board  of  T.  of  Chicago  v.  C.  <& 

»  Pacific  Creamery  Co.  v.  S.  P.,  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  530. 

26  L  C.  C.  578. 

[  437  ] 


§507] 


Railroad  Rate  Regulation 


the  same  price.  Freight  classification  is  based  upon  the 
relations  which  commodities  bear  to  each  other  in  such 
respects  as  character,  use,  bulk,  weight,  value,  tonnage 
or  volume,  risk,  cost  of  carriage,  ease  of  handling  and  con- 
trolling conditions  caused  by  competition.'^  It  will  be 
noticed  that  all  these  considerations,  except  the  last,  are 
concerned  with  the  nature  of  the  commodity  itself;  either 
its  material  qualities  or  its  use.  They  afifect  either  the  cost 
or  risk  of  carriage  to  the  carrier,  or  the  value  of  carriage  to 
the  shipper.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  classification  is  a  method 
of  rate  making  based  upon  all  the  principles  governing  the 
establishment  of  particular  rates  '^  which  are  discussed  in 
subsequent  chapters. 


§  607.  Like  classification  for  similar  goods. 

The  comparison  commonly  instituted  is  that  between 
similar  things,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  them  in  the  same 
class.  Thus  the  following  articles  have  upon  comparison 
been  ordered  by  the  Commission  in  the  same  class:  en- 
velopes for  correspondence  and  merchandise  envelopes," 
celery  with  egg  plant, '^  eggs  with  berries,'®  soap  with 
groceries,'^  box  shooks  with  laths,'*  bitters  with  ink  '•  and 
cowpeas  with  grain,*®  to  select  a  few  examples  from  the 
great  mass  of  rulings  on  these  points.  Counters  and  shelv- 
ing,*^ bagging  and  ties,"  spokes  and  lumber,*'  roofing  paper 


»*  Proctor  A  Gamble  Co.  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, H.  &  D.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
440. 

"  See  Grain  Shippers'  Ass'n  v. 
Illinois  Central  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
158. 

»*Wolf  Brothers  v.  AUegheny 
Valley  R.  R.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  40. 

"Tecumseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, J.  &  M.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
318,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  663. 

••  Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  C.  M. 
R.  R.,  5  I.  C.  C.  (O.  S.)  638. 

"  Pyle  V.  East  Tenn.,  Va.  &  Ga. 
Rv.,  1  I.  C.  C.  465. 
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>>  Michigan  Box  Co.  v.  Flint  A 
P.  M.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
335. 

■•Myers  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  403,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
573. 

^  Swaffield  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line, 
10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  281. 

*^  Ireland  &  Rollings  v.  St.  L.  A 
S.  F.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  590. 

**  Corporation  Commission  of 
Oklahoma  v.  A.  O.  &  W.  R.  R.,  27 
I.  C.  C.  210. 

"Eastern  Wheel  M'frs  Ass'n  v. 
A.  &  V.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  370. 
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and  roofing  felt/^  percolators  and  coffee  pots/^  addressing 
machines  and  multigraphs^^  speedometers  and  cash  regis- 
ters/^ motor  cycles  and  bicycles."** 

§  608.  Different  classification  for  dissimilar  goods. 

Unlike  things  may  be  compared  to  determine  the  correct- 
ness of  the  classification  of  one  of  them.  With  so  few  classes 
into  which  all  commodities  must  be  placed;  it  is  obvious 
that  not  all  articles  in  a  single  class  will  be  similar  in  their 
nature;  and  unlike  things  may  after  comparison  be  held  to 
belong  in  the  same  class.  More  commonly,  because  of  the 
unlikeness,  they  will  be  held  properly  to  be  placed  in  differ- 
ent classes.  Thus,  upon  a  comparison,  it  was  held  by  the 
Commission  that  there  was  such  dissimilarity  as  to  justify 
a  different  classification  of  lumber  and  oranges,^**  of  soap 
and  hay,^  of  cowpeas  and  fertilizers,^^  of  low-grade  steam 
coal  and  more  costly  domestic  grades, '^^  of  salt  and  grain,  ^' 
of  patent  medicines  and  lager  beer,"  of  flour  in  barrels  and 
breakfast  foods  in  packages,®*^  of  agricultural  implements  and 
incubators,^  of  wools  and  fruits, ^^  of  copper  and  lumber.** 

§  609.  Certain  commodities  compared. 

All  this  will  be  made  plainer  by  the  examination  of  cer- 
tain cases  where  various  commodities  have  been  compared. 

**  Barrett  Mfg.  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  »*  Com.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R. 

St.  P.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  79.  (Ky.),  68  S.  W.  1103. 

^*  Landers,  Frary  &  Clark  v.  A.,  ^  Anthony  Salt  Co.  v.  Missouri 

T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  511.  Pacific  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  1. 

« Pacific    Stationery    &    Printing  **  Myers  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R., 

Co.  V.  O.  W.  R.  R.  &  N.,  24  I.  C.  C.  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  403,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

299.  573. 

^  Stewart  &  Clark  Mfg.  Co.  v.  '^^  Schumacher  Milling  Co.  v.  Chi- 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  361.  cago,  R.  I.  &  P.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

«  Motorcycle  M*frs  Ass'n  v.  B.  &  61. 

O.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  127.  »  Lee  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  28 

«  Tift  V.  So.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  548.  I.  C.  C.  515. 

*  Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  v.  Cin-  *^  In  re  Transportation  of  Wool, 

cinnati  M.  A  D.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  Hides,  and   Pelte,  23   I.   C.  C.  R. 

440.  151. 

*^  Swaffield  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line,  **  Oregon  &  Washington  Lumber 

10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  281.  v.  U.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  I.  C.  C.  1. 
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Rates  on  milk  should  be  lower  than  on  cream.  ^  Cake 
rate  may  be  higher  than  bread  rate  but  ought  not  to  ex- 
ceed regular  merchandise  rate.^  As  to  steel  and  iron  rate, 
the  rates  should  be  lower  on  nonfabricated  than  on  fabri- 
cated.*^  When  wool  and  cotton  compared,  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  greater  value  of  wool  justifies  much  higher  rate.*- 
A  higher  rate  on  marble  is  not  unreasonable  as  compared 
with  rate  on  rough  stone.*'  And  a  higher  rate  on  high- 
pressure  boilers  than  on  low-pressure  boilers  was  not  con- 
demned.** There  may  be  different  rates  on  winter  and 
smnmer  vegetables.*^  And  it  is  improper  to  have  the 
same  rating  on  refined  sugar,  which  is  the  most  valuable 
product  obtained  from  the  cane,  as  on  blackstrap,  which 
is  the  residue  of  least  value  from  the  manufacture  of 
sugar.**  Cotton  waste  is  entitled  to  transportation  at  less 
rates  than  cotton  goods,  being  less  in  value  and  involving 
less  risk  and  expense  in  transportation.*^  And  among 
high-grade  articles  such  valuable  metals  as  copper  are 
clearly  included.**  Rough  lumber  may  properly  be  given 
a  lower  rate  than  dressed  lumber.*"  And  refrigerated 
fruit  may  properly  be  charged  more  than  fruit  transported 
under  ordinary  conditions.^® 

§  610.  Provisions. 

Eggs  were  held  properly  classed  with  fruit  and  other 
perishable  articles  of  food   in  the   case   of  Brownell  v. 


^  Bridgeman-Russel  Co.  v.  G.  N. 
Exp.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  673. 

•®Oak  Grove  Creamery  v.  Adams 
Express  Co.,  10  I.  C.  C.  R.  464. 

•*  Vulcan  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  A., 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  468. 

•*  In  re  Transportation  of  Wool, 
Hides,  and  Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  161. 

"  Cohen  &  Co.  v.  Mallory  S.  S.  Co., 
23  I.  C.  C.  R.  374. 

"  Smith-Booth-Ushier  Co.  v.  L. 
S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  R. 
242. 
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"  City  of  Crawford  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 
Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  259. 

^  Molasses  Rates  from  Mobile, 
28  I.  C.  C.  666. 

^  Riverside  Mills  v.  Southern  Rail- 
way, 12  I.  C.  C.  388. 

*"  Michigan  Copper  &  Elrass  Co. 
V.  D.  S.  S.  &  A.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  367. 

"  Farrar  Lumber  Co.  v.  N.  C.  A 
St.  L.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  22. 

'^o  Ozark  Fruit  Growers  Ass'n  v.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
106. 
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Columbus,  Cincinnati  &  Midland  Railway.^^  What  Mr. 
Commissioner  McDill  said  as  to  the  egg  has  its  significance 
in  general:  "The  egg  is  a  delicate  and  perishable  com- 
modity. Though  methods  adopted  for  its  preservation 
retard  the  decomposition  to  which  it  is  subject,  they  do 
not  prevent  the  article  from  taking  on  that  musty  and 
strong  flavor  so  often  noticed  in  'stored  eggs.'  While  not 
as  perishable  as  the  small  fruits  mentioned,  yet,  consider- 
ing the  delay  which  is  necessary  in  the  accumulation  of 
sufficient  lots  for  sale  or  sending  to  market,  its  inherent 
liability  to  early  decay,  and  the  fact  that  'fresh  eggs'  are 
commonly  held  to  be  an  indispensable  food  article  in 
every  household,  it  must  be  deemed  sufficiently  perish- 
able to  be  classed  with  articles  of  that  character.  In  the 
official  classification  eggs,  any  quantity,  are  classed  as  low 
as  berries  in  carloads,  fruit  in  carloads,  not  otherwise 
specified,  and  butter  and  cheese  in  any  quantity;  and  they 
arft  given  a  lower  class  than  poultry,  game,  peaches,  or 
oysters,  not  in  the  shell.  These  commodities,  though 
diverse  in  character,  are  all  perishable  food  products  and 
particularly  subject  to  deterioration  after  short  lapses 
of  time  and  under  climatic  influences.  Considered  as  a 
perishable  article  eggs  cannot  be  deemed  to  have  an 
unfavorable  classification;  they  are  classed  lower  than 
some,  and  no  higher  than  any,  of  the  articles  above 
mentioned."  ^^ 

§  611.  Groceries. 

A  comparison  of  soap  with  other  articles  commonly  sold 
by  grocers  was  thus  made  by  the  Commission:  ^'  "The  fifth 


"  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  286,  5  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  638. 

^'Import  rates  on  blackstrap  mo- 
laaaes  from  New  Orleans  compared 
with  salt,  petroleum  and  its  prod- 
ucts, clay,  pig  lead,  magnesite, 
chrome  ore,  hemp  or  jute  waste, 
brewer's  rice,  and  sisal.  Molasses 
Rates  from  Mobile,  28  I.  C.  C.  666. 


^•Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  v.  Cin- 
cinnati H.  &  D.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
440,  per  Knapp,  chairman. 

See  Thurber  v.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  R. 
R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  742,  3  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  473. 

Evaporated  milk,  canned,  com- 
pared with  other  canned  goods  and 
found,  in  view  of  the  circumstances, 
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class  of  the  Official  Classification  contains  over  2,000  ar- 
ticles, and  includes  soap  and  many  other  grocery  articles, 
such  as  canned  fruits  and  v^etables,  candles,  cabbage, 
pickles,  potatoes,  piunpkins,  parsnips,  squash  and  turnips, 
chicory,  citron,  lemon  and  orange  peel,  desiccated  cocoanut, 
coffee,  fruit  butters,  jelly,  sauce,  soap  and  washing  pow- 
ders, nciacaroni,  vermicelli,  flour  paste,  mustard,  olives, 
pickle  or  brine,  soups  and  broths,  sugar,  symp  and  tapioca. 
Numerous  other  articles  sold  by  grocers  or  in  general 
stores  are  also  in  the  fifth  or  higher  classes.  Without 
some  showing  of  discrimination  against  soap  in  its  classi- 
fication as  compared  with  other  articles  of  the  same  general 
character,  or  any  special  distinction  appearing  in  favor  of 
soap  in  either  volume,  value  or  controlling  commercial 
considerations,  we  are  unable  to  find  simply  because  it  is 
a  desirable  article  of  traffic  for  the  railroads  in  the  matter 
of  earnings  and  ease  of  handling  that  it  is  unjust  to  retain 
it  in  Class  5  with  other  articles  of  like  character,  some  of 
which  are  equally  as  attractive  as  soap  from  the  standpoint 
of  car  revenue."  ^^ 


§  612.  Vegetables. 

Celery  was  compared  with  other  vegetables  for  table 
use,  and  it  was  concluded  that  it  should  be  classified 
with  such  vegetables  rather  than  with  perishable  fruits.^* 
''It  is  a  matter  of  general  knowledge  that  during  recent 
years,  and  especially  since  the  change  in  classification 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  celery  has  come  into  much 
more  common  use.     Its  production  has  greatly  increased 


to  be  entitled  to  the  same  rates. 
Whiteland  Canning  Co.  v.  P.  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  261. 

'^  Sugar  and  coffee  are  not  like 
kinds  of  traffic  within  the  meaning 
of  section  2.  Traffic  Aas'n  of  St. 
Louis  Coffee  Importers  v.  I.  C.  R.  R. 
Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  484. 

Classification  of  pepper  in  Western 
Classification  territory  not  found  un- 
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reasonable.  Tone  Bros.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 
26  I.  C.  C.  279. 

Canned  peas  should  take  same  rate 
as  canned  goods  of  general  mixture. 
Empson  Packing  Co.  v.  C.  N.  Ry., 
22  I.  C.  C.  R.  268. 

^•Veazie,  Commissioner,  in  Te- 
cimiseh  Celery  Co.  v.  Cincinnati, 
J.  &  M.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  318,  5 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  663. 
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and  its  market  value  has  declined.  It  certainly  is  no  more 
a  table  luxury  than  some  of  the  vegetables  which  have  a 
lower  class  in  the  Western  Classification.  As  varied  or 
qualified  by  the  foregoing,  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition 
are  found  to  be  true,  and  we  hold  that  the  complainant 
is  entitled  to  the  reUef  claimed.  For  that  portion  of  its 
line  over  which  the  Western  Classification  is  in  force  the 
Wabash  road  should  class  celery  with  cauliflower,  as- 
paragus, lettuce,  green  peas,  string  beans,  oyster  plant, 
egg  plant,  and  other  vegetables  enumerated  in  Class  C  of 
that  classification,  rather  than  with  berries,  peaches,  grapes, 
and  other  fruits  specified  in  Class  III.  thereof,  and  the  de- 
fendants should  transport  celery  from  Tecumseh  to  Kansas 
City  at  no  higher  rate  per  carload  than  they  charge  for 
carrying  a  carload  quantity  of  any  of  said  vegetables 
named  in  Class  C  aforesaid."  ^^ 


§  613.  Lumber. 

Forest  products  not  entirely  manufactured  have  been 
compared  and  placed  in  the  same  class.  Thus  lumber 
and  railroad  ties  should  have  the  same  classifications.^^ 
Box  shooks  should  be  classified  with  lumber,  laths  and 
shingles  and  hub  blocks  should  be  classed  with  lumber 
instead  of  with  wagon  materials.^®  The  Commission  has 
recently  held  it  unjust,  unreasonable,  and  discriminatory 
to  force  club-turned  spokes  to  bear  higher  rates  than  are 
imposed   for  like  service  upon   analogous  wood  articles 


^  Cantaloupes  compared  with 
peaches,  vegetables,  and  water-mel- 
ons. Bahrenburg,  Bro.  &  Co.  v.  A. 
C.  L.  R.  R.,  24  1.  C.  C.  560. 

"Reynolds  v.  Western  N.  Y.  & 
P.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  688,  1 1.  C. 
C.  Rep.  393. 

7*  Michigan  Box  Co.  v.  Flint  & 
P.  M.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  335. 

Such  a  low-grade  traffic  as  pulp 
wood  ordinarily  takes  a  lower  rate 
than  lumber;  but  in  this  case,  the 


lumber  rate  being  competitive,  the 
rate  on  wood  pulp  prescribed  on  the 
lumber-rate  basis.  Wisconsin  Pulp 
Wood  Co.  V.  G.  N.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  R. 
594. 

Hardwood  lumber  was  not  found 
by  the  Commission  to  be  entitled 
to  a  lower  rate  than  pine  lumber. 
Adjustment  under  which  both  pine 
and  hardwood  take  same  rate,  not 
disturbed.  In  re  Advances  on  Lum- 
ber, 24  I.  C.  C.  686. 
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which  move  at  lumber  rates.^*  And  when  fonnerly  shin- 
gles*^ were  compared  with  other  Imnber  products,  it  was 
held  that  they  should  be  in  the  same  class.  "Generally 
speaking  the  demand  for  and  use  of  shingles  as  building 
material  are  quite  as  important  and  general  as  for  any  other 
lumber  product,  and  the  necessity  is  equally  as  great  that 
such  product  shall  be  charged  only  a  reasonable  and  equi- 
table rate  for  its  transportation.  Shingles  being  put  up  in 
bundles  for  shipment,  the  work  of  handling  is  facilitated 
so  that  no  more,  and  perhaps  even  less,  labor  is  required 
than  for  the  handling  of  many  other  lumber  products 
classed  with  and  charged  the  same  transportation  rate 
as  lumber,  such  as  laths,  shooks,  sawdust,  box  and  mould- 
ing material  and  other  stufif  of  the  regular  dimensions. 
The  weight  of  shingles  that  can  be  loaded  in  a  car  will 
also  compare  favorably  with  the  above  named  and  many 
other  lumber  products  taking  the  lumber  rate.  No  testi- 
mony has  been  submitted  as  to  the  relative  values  of 
these  various  products,  but  it  may  be  assumed  safely, 
that  shingles  are  worth  as  much  per  carload  as  the  average 
of  articles  taking  the  lumber  rate.  No  claim  has  been 
made  that  there  is  any  greater  risk  in  shipping  shingles 
than  any  other  article  included  in  the  lumber  classifica- 
tion.^' 


§  614.  Bottled  goods. 

A  comparison  of  articles  shipped  in  glass  was  made, 
upon  complaint  of  the  proprietor  of  a  patent  medicine 


"Eastern  Wheel  M*frs  Ass'n  v. 
A.  &  V.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  370. 

^  Yeomans,  Ck>m.,  in  Duluth  Shin- 
gle Co.  V.  Duluth,  South  Shore  & 
Atlantic  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  489. 

The  Commission  has  held  it  dis- 
criminatory to  force  wagon  wood 
and  plow  beams,  in  the  rough,  to 
bear  higher  rates  than  are  imposed 
for  like  service  upon  many  analogous 
articles  which  move  at  lumber  rates. 
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Sligo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  St.  L.  &  S. 
F.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  616. 

It  is  the  Commission's  impression 
that  rates  on  box  shooks,  laths, 
shingles,  ties  and  certidn  other 
rough  products  of  lumber  ordinarily 
do  not  exceed  rate  on  the  lumber  from 
which  they  are  manufactured.  Saw- 
yer &  Austin  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L., 
I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R. 
141. 


Classification  of  Commodities  [  §  515 

who  desired  a  lower  classification.  The  Commission  said :  ^^ 
''By  this  classification  it  takes  the  rates  of  the  other  kinds 
of  property  in  the  class.  These  consist  largely  of  articles 
in  glass  packed  like  the  bitters  in  boxes  for  transportation. 
Among  them  are:  acids,  apple  or  fruit  butter,  bromine, 
cider,  coffee  condensed,  drugs  and  medicines,  honey,  ink, 
liquors,  or  Uquids,  milk  food,  oils,  paints,  pickles,  prunes, 
syrup,  and  a  variety  of  others.  There  is  no  apparent  in- 
justice in  classifying  the  bitters  with  such  articles.  And  a 
rate  that  is  reasonable  for  the  class  is  reasonable  for  an 
article  properly  included  in  the  class.  The  petitioners  suffer 
no  injustice,  therefore,  peculiar  to  themselves,  from  the 
classification  of  their  goods.  If  the  classification  of  their 
bitters  should  be  changed  the  same  reasons  would  compel 
a  like  change  of  a  large  number  of  similar  articles."  ^^ 

§  616.  Dry  goods. 

Window  shades  and  various  articles  of  dry  goods  were 
thus  compared.^^  ''In  the  elements  of  bulk,  weight  and 
value,  several  of  the  dry-goods  articles  described  in  the 
table  set  out  in  the  sixth  finding  as  taking  third  class 
rates  have  greater  similarity  to  a  23-dozen  case  of  finished 
shades  than  exist  between  such  a  case  of  shades  and  the 
first-class  articles  mentioned  in  that  table.  There  is, 
however,  Uttle  analogy  in  uses  or  character  between 
window  shades  and  the  dry-goods  articles  referred  to. 
With  the  exception  of  lace  curtains,  these  articles  are  dry 
goods  in  the  piece;  and  lace  curtains  are  in  the  category 
of  ornamental  house  furnishings,  while  the  window  shade 
is  regarded  as  a  household  necessity.  But  the  fact  that 
both  shades  and  lace  curtains  are  in  the  first  class,  the 
latter  many  times  more  valuable,   is  an  element  to  be 

'^  Myers    v.     Pennsylvania    Co.,  ing  on  articles  in  bulk.     Western 

2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  403,  2 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  Classification  Case,  25  I.  C.  C.  442. 
573.  "  Veazey,  Com.,  in  Page  v.  Dela- 

''The  rating  on  articles  in  glass  ware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com. 

may  properly  be  higher  than  the  rat-  Rep.  525,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  148. 
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noted^  though  against  this  it  must  be  considered  that  many 
incongruities  are  imavoidable  when  the  carriers  undertake, 
as  they  do  by  the  Official  Classification,  to  divide  the  great 
mass  of  freight  articles  into  practically  six  classes;  and 
the  desirability  of  simplicity  in  the  classification  is  a  fea- 
ture which  should  not  be  overlooked.  The  items  of  sim- 
ilar bulk  and  weight,  less  value  and  risk  of  carriage,  and 
important  volume  of  traffic,  are  all  in  the  direction  of 
giving  to  window  shades  a  classification  as  low  as  that 
which  is  provided  for  window  hollands.''*^ 

§  616.  Difference  between  commodities. 

When  articles  are  plainly  different  in  character,  they 
are  rightly  put  in  different  classes.  In  a  case  where  it  was 
attempted  to  compare  salt  and  grain  ^^  the  Commission 
said  that  there  was  no  sufficient  similarity  between  salt 
and  grain  to  make  a  comparison  in  any  degree  instructive. 
In  a  recent  proceeding  the  complainant  attacked  the  classi- 
fication first  class  on  wire  brooms  and  brushes  as  unreason- 
able, compared  with  toilet  brushes  taking  the  same  rates. 
Wire  brushes  are  not  intended  for  toilet  use,  and  are  a 
rough,  heavy,  low-priced  product,  made  for  the  most 
part  of  imfinished  hardwood  blocks,  brush  wire  and  com- 
mon wire  nails  and  used  for  scrubbing  and  cleaning  rough 
surfaces.  These  brushes  and  brooms  are  immime  from 
damage  in  transit,  and  packed  for  shipment,  weigh  38 
lbs.  per  cubic  foot;  average  value  per  cubic  foot,  $6.15, 
while  toilet  brushes  have  an  average  value  of  about  $27.00 
per  cubic  foot.  Upon  this  showing  the  Commission  held 
that  wire  brooms  and  brushes  should  take  a  lower  rate 
than  the  finer  class  of  brushes  and  brooms,  and  should 
be  rated  as  third  class.^ 

**  Mohair  should  not  pay  a  higher      dry  goods.     Taylor  Dry  Goods  Co. 
rate  than   wool.     National   Mohair      v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  205. 
Growers*  Ass'n  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  »*  Anthony   Salt  Co.   v.   Missouri 

23  I.  C.  C.  R.  180.  Pac.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  1,  43. 

Cotton  piece  goods  compared  with  "  Forest  City  Freight  Bureau  v. 

Ann  Arbor  R.  R.,  13  I.  C.  C.  109. 
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§  617.  Raw  material  and  manufactured  products. 

It  was  early  held  that  a  court  would  not  uphold  an 
order  of  the  Commission  to  the  effect  that  the  same  rate 
should  be  charged  for  the  cheaper  grade  of  window  shades 
as  for  the  most  expensive.*^  But  it  has  recently  been  de- 
cided that  it  is  not  undue  and  unreasonable  discrimination 
against  the  Chicago  packing  house  industries,  on  the  part 
of  the  railroads,  in  making  lower  rate  for  manufactured 
packing  house  products  than  for  live  stock,  on  account  of 
competition  «  The  general  rule  is  that  manufactured  prod- 
ucts  bear  higher  rates  than  raw  material;  but  there  are 
some  exceptions  to  this  rule.  As  a  traffic  matter,  the 
Commission  realizes  that  the  value  of  raw  material  and 
manufactured  products  substantially  differs,  and  fre* 
quently  the  risk  incident  to  transportation  of  latter 
is  greater.^  Maintaining  a  rate  on  cottonseed  in  excess  of 
the  rate  concurrently  charged  on  cottonseed  oil,  subjects 
the  former  commodity,  and  the  shippers  thereof,  to  undue 
prejudice  and  disadvantage.^  Staves  are  a  manufactured 
product,  and  should  not  take  a  lower  rating  than  lumber.^^ 
The  rate  on  malt  may  properly  be  higher  than  the  rate 
on  the  barley  from  which  it  is  manufactured.*^  The  rate 
on  plain  wire  entering  into  manufacture  of  spring  beds 
should  be  lower  than  the  rate  on  spring  beds.**  Sulphuric 
acid  is  strictly  a  raw  material  in  the  manufacture  of 
fertilizer,  and  distinctly  lower  rates  should  be  applied  to  its 
transportation  than  upon  the  manufactiured  fertiUzer.*^ 
While  the  manufactured  product  commonly  takes  a  higher 
rate  than  the  raw  material  it  has  been  held  that  the 


"'Interstate  Commerce  Comm.  v. 
D.,  L.  A  W.  Ry.,  64  Fed.  723. 

"Interstate  Commerce  Comm.  v. 
Chicago  Gt.  W.  Ry.,  209  U.  S.  108, 
52  L.  ed.  705,  28  Sup.  Ct.  493. 

■•  East  St.  Louis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
St.  L.  &  8.  F.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  37. 

"  Louisville  Cotton  Seed  Products 
Co.  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
607. 


"Holland  Blow  Stave  Co.  v.  A. 
C.  L.  R.  R.,  27  I.  a  C.  488. 

»« Texas  Brewing  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  171. 

»'  Leggett  &  Piatt  Spring  Bed  & 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  M.  P.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
R.  513. 

^*  International  Agricultural  Cor- 
poration V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C. 
C.  R.  488. 
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maintenance  of  a  parity  of  rates  on  wheat  and  flour 
tends  to  equalize  conditions  at  all  points  at  which  flour- 
milling  industries  exist,  and  seems  to  be  a  sound  rate 
policy.**  There  is  no  justification,  however,  for  higher 
rates  on  wheat  than  on  flour;  and  an  arrangement  similar 
to  that  proposed  at  Chicago  should  be  made  effective 
on  wheat  milled  at  Lockport.^  Likewise  it  has  been  held 
that  the  same  rate  on  petroleum  and  its  products,  is  not 
improper.*^  The  general  principle  is,  however,  usually 
respected  to  the  effect  that  the  carrier  may  make  reason- 
able differentials  between  rates  on  raw  material  and  ar- 
ticles manufactured  therefrom.^  Nothing  is  better  es- 
tablished than  that  a  manufactiu^  article  usually  should 
take  higher  rating  than  the  raw  materials  from  which 
they  are  made.^ 

Topic  D.    Differences  between  Commodities  Carried 

§  618.  Classification  based  on  the  package. 

It  seems  to  be  true  as  a  general  principle  that  a  shipper 
should  be  left  free  to  ship  in  such  package  as  suits  his 
convenience,  and  therefore  that  a  classification  based  on 
kind  or  size  of  package  is  improper.  So  where  the  carriers 
attempted  to  classify  eggs  carried  in  ''returnable  cases,"  ^ 
that  is,  cases  substantially  built  and  comparatively  ex- 
pensive, lower  than  eggs  carried  in  cheaper  cases,  though 
as  a  matter  of  fact  the  cheaper  cases  served  their  purpose 
equally  well  and  caused  no  additional  trouble  or  expense 
to  the  carrier,  the  Commission  held  the  proposed  classifi- 
cation invalid.  A  shipper,  the  Commission  said,  should 
not  be  subjected  to  unnecessary  restrictions  as  to  the 
kind  of  case  he  should  use.    And  the  Commission  is  equally 

••Bulte  Milling  Co.  y.  C.  A  A.  ••  Eastern  Wheel  M'fn  A»'n  v. 

R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  361.  A.  &  V.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  370. 

••  National  Refining  Co.  v.  C,  C,  »•  Bulte  Milling  Co.  v.  C.  &  A. 

C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  R.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  361. 

649.  1  Rhode  Island   E.  &  B.  Co.   v. 

^  Electric  Malting  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com. 

S.  F.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  378.  Rep.  512,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  176. 
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clear  that  a  railroad  should  not  make  excessive  charges 
against  bulky  and  lengthy  articles.^  But  of  course  a 
carrier  can  make  higher  rates  for  such  freights  than  for 
goods  of  the  average  character  in  these  respects.' 


§  619.  Business  expensive  to  handle. 

Where  the  service  is  usually  expensive  to  handle  a 
relatively  larger  rate  is  plainly  justifiable.  So  when  perish- 
able meats  are  forwarded  a  special  equipment  is  required 
resulting  in  a  higher  rate.  Where,  however,  no  special 
equipment  is  necessary,  as  for  lumber  which  may  go  by 
any  kind  of  car  without  special  equipment,  the  rate  must 
be  much  lower.  And  although  not  perishable  a  much 
higher  rate  could  be  charged  upon  valuable  ores  than  upon 
coal  by  reason  of  the  additional  risk  of  loss  in  transit. 
So  if  an  article  is  bulky,  out  of  usual  proportion  to  its 
weight,  as  straw  hats,  a  much  higher  rate  per  hundred 
pounds  can  be  charged  than  for  pig  lead.*  So  if  goods 
are  packed  in  convenient  packages  for  handling,  as  hard- 
ware in  casks,  a  lower  rate  can  be  made  than  for  un- 
crated  furniture.*  And,  to  reserve  the  most  important 
illustration  of  this  principle  to  the  last,  a  much  lower 
rate  can  be  made  for  goods  shipped  in  carload  lots  than 
for  package  freight  by  reason  of  the  obvious  economy  of 


'  A  barrel  is  a  package,  and  brim- 
stone in  barrels  would  ordinarily  be 
termed  ]>ackage  shipments,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  loose  brimstone  in 
bulk,  and  be  rated  as  such.  Mc- 
Laughlin G.  K.  Co.  V.  Maine  S.  S. 
Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  108. 

*  Brunswick  B.  C.  Co.  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  395. 

QasBifieation  is  sometimes  made 
with  respect  to  the  manner  of  pack- 
ing of  articles.  Metropolitan  Paving 
Brick  Co.  V.  A.  A.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
197. 

^Weight  in  relation  to  bulk  must 
be  taken  into  consideration  in  fram- 

29 


ing  clajBsifications  and  rates.     Ford 
Co.  V.  M.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  507. 

See  also  in  relation  to  bulk  as  an 
element  in  classification.  Michigan 
Seating  Co.  v.  G.  I.  W.  Ry.,  29  I.  C. 
C.  123. 

*  Charges  may  properly  be  made 
somewhat  higher  for  transportation 
of  show  cases  in  crates  than  in  boxes. 
Wadell  Show  Case  &  Cabinet  Co.  v. 
M.  C.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  106. 

Weight  per  cubic  foot  enters  into 
determination    of    proper    classifica- 
tion.    Yawman  &  E.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
A.,  T.   &   8.   F.   Ry.,   15   I.  C.  C 
260. 
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carrying  through  unbroken  carloads.  These  matters  would 
receive  further  discussion  at  present  were  it  not  that  these 
differences  are  fully  treated  under  the  head  of  discrimina- 
tion later  on. 

§  620.  Shipment  in  form  more  convenient  for  handlings 

Where  tibe  form  of  package  results  in  a  saving  of  ex- 
pense to  the  carrier  by  reason  of  greater  convenience  of 
handling,  a  higher  classification  for  the  less  convenient 
form  of  shipment  will  be  justified.  In  one  case*  it  ap- 
peared that  iron  pipe  fittings  shipped  in  cases  from  north- 
em  points  to  southern  territory  took  second-class  rates, 
but  if  shipped  in  casks,  barrels  or  kegs  a  special  iron  rate, 
lower  than  the  sixth-class  rate,  was  appUed  on  any  quan- 
tity. The  Commission  pointed  out  that  "the  barrel 
package  is  preferably  used  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  because  of  its  comparative  cheapness.  Even 
at  the  same  or  approximately  equal  rates  boxes  would 
not  ordinarily  be  used,  except  when  the  quantity  to  be 
separately  packed  is  insufilcient  to  fill  a  barrel.  In  such 
a  case  the  goods  can  be  placed  in  a  keg  without  much 
inconvenience  or  additional  expense,  and  it  can  hardly 
be  considered  burdensome  to  require  that  kind  of  pack- 
age if  shippers  desire  to  forward  small  lots  at  the  special 
iron  rate.  The  carrier  offers  that  rate  to  all  persons  and 
on  all  quantities,  provided  the  articles  are  sent  in  pack- 
ages of  barrel  form;  otherwise  a  higher  rate  is  charged. 
The  lower  rate  is  not  allowed  for  some  exceptional  or 
expensive  mode  of  shipment,  but  on  the  package  long  in 
general  use  and  apparently  favored  by  shippers  irrespective 
of  rates,  because  of  its  suitability  for  the  purpose  and  the 
low  cost  for  which  it  can  be  procured.  As  the  choice  is 
wholly  with  the  shipper  it  cannot  be  a  hardship  for  him, 

^Trades  League  of  PhiLa.  v.   P.  severed  into  all  its  component  parts 

W.  &  B.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  and  these  parts  shipped  as  separate 

368.  pieces.       United     Refrigerator     Ice 

The  term  knocked  down  in  pieces,  Machine  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

means    that    a    machine    must    be  28 1.  C.  C.  439. 

{450] 


Classification  of  Commodities  [  §  521 

under  the  circumstances  disclosed,  to  pay  the  higher  rate 
when  he  elects  to  pack  his  goods  in  cases."  Upon  the 
same  ground  the  Commission  has  held  that  milk  shipped 
in  cans,  by  which  method  it  could  be  carried  more  cheaply, 
ought,  other  things  being  equal,  to  have  a  lower  rating 
than  milk  carried  in  bottlesJ 

§  621.  Perishable  freight 

It  is  obvious  that  perishable  freight  may  be  placed  in  a 
higher  class  than  non-perishable  goods  of  the  same  general 
nature.  It  requires  special  care  in  the  carriage,  greater 
speed,  and  special  equipment,  and  the  risk  of  loss  to  the 
carrier  is  greater.  The  transportation  of  fruit  is  of  this 
natm^,  and  a  high  special  classification  is  permissible.^ 
In  a  case  which  involved  the  classification  of  bananas, 
the  Commission  said:  "The  kind  of  service  required  in  the 
transportation  of  bananas  is  a  somewhat  exacting  one. 
While  not  usually  carried  under  refrigeration,  a  special 
ventilated  car  is  needed.  They  must  be  handled  with 
great  expedition  and  in  point  of  fact  the  Southern  does 
transport  them  from  Charleston  to  Richmond  and  Lynch- 
burg and  intermediate  points  by  an  express  freight  service 
which  approximates  a  passenger  schedule.  The  liability 
to  damage  is  considerable,  and  it  appears  that  claims  for 
damage  are  frequently  made."  So  in  the  case  of  melons, 
the  Commissioner  said:  ''Melons  being  perishable,  rapid 
transit  and  prompt  delivery  are  of  the  first  importance 
and  where  the  carrier  renders  a  special  service  a  higher 
rate  than  for  the  carriage  of  ordinary  freight  is  warranted. 
The  defendants  furnish  special  trains  for  the  melon  traffic 

^  Milk  Producers'  Protective  Aas'n         "  Gardner  v.  Southern  Ry.,  10  I. 

V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  342. 
C.  C.  Rep.  92.  That     transportation    of    grapes 

From  a  classification  standpoint,  entails    special    service    may   be   a 

the  security  of  a  package  may  with  justification   of   advance.      Western 

propriety    be    considered    in    fixing  Fruit    Jobbers'    Ass'n    v.    C,    R. 

the  rating.     Western  Classification  I.    &    P.    Ry.    Co.,    27    I.    C.    C. 

Case,  26  I.  C.  C.  442.  417. 
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and  undertake  to  make  quick  movement  and  speedy  de- 
livery." • 

§  622.  Less  than  usual  care  required. 

Conversely,  where  the  commodity  requires  less  than 
ordinary  care  that  fact  is  to  be  considered  in  lowering  its 
classification.^^  ''Coal  is  among  the  most  desirable  kinds 
of  traffic.  The  reasons  for  this  have  been  several  times 
stated  by  the  Commission  and  need  not  be  repeated  here 
in  detail.  The  cost  of  receiving,  transporting  and  deliver- 
ing that  commodity  is  less  than  in  case  of  almost  any 
other  article  of  freight.  Its  value  is  not  great,  the  hazard 
of  loss  in  transit  is  insignificant,  it  is  an  article  of  imiversal 
necessity  in  daily  life,  and  as  a  steam  fuel  it  furnishes 
the  basis  of  many  other  industries.  Coal  rates  in  this 
coimtry  are  usually  highly  competitive,  and  this  fact, 
together  with  its  desirability  as  traffic,  and  the  large 
quantities  which  are  moved  have  produced  on  the  average 
a  very  low  rate."  ^^ 

§  623.  Unusual  care  in  handling  required. 

In  regard  to  explosives  the  argument  has  been  made 
that  one-half  of  the  rate  on  dynamite  is  for  the  transpor- 
tation service,  and  the  other  half  for  risk  or  insurance.  ^^ 
And  clearly  a  much  higher  rate  on  explosives  is  justified 
on  account  of  risk  of  accident.  ^^  Rates  on  explosives 
should  vary  according  to  the  risk  attending  the  transporta- 
tion of  each  particular  kind.^*    Thus  masurite,  which  is  a 

•  Loud    V.    South    Carolina    Ry.,  C.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  506,  applies 

4  Int.  Ck)m.  Rep.  205,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  the  same  principles  to  lumber  trans- 

529.  portation. 

These  observations  do  not  apply  ''  Dupont    de    Nemours    Powder 

exdu£dvely  to  food  stuffs;  lime  is  a  Co.  v.  C.  R.  R.  of  N.  J.,  25  I.  C.  C. 

commodity     requiring     perishable-  19. 

freight  service.    Iowa-Minnesota  Ce-  "  U.  S.  v.  W.  &  N.  R.  R.,  26  I. 

ment  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  477.  C.  C.  309. 

w  Denison  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  M.,  K.  "  Blumenstein  v.   P.   &   R.   Ry., 

&  T.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  337.  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  90. 

"Central  Y.  P.  Ass'n  v.  Illinois 
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high  explosive,  but  not  dangerous  to  handle,  should  be 
accorded  a  lower  rate  than  dynamite,  the  handling  of  which 
is  attended  with  great  danger.  ^^  Oil  in  less  than  carload 
shipments  is  not  a  desirable  traffic;  there  is  more  or  less 
leakage,  giving  rise  to  damage  claims  on  account  of  other 
commodities  shipped  in  the  same  car  which  may  be  injured 
both  by  direct  contact  with  the  oil  and  by  the  odor  there- 
from; and  it  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  handle  small,  less 
than  carload  lots,  in  separate  cars  and  on  account  of  its 
inflammable  nature  extreme  care  must  be  exercised  in  its 
movement.^*  Likewise  a  charge  of  third-class  rates  on  raw 
tallow  in  barrels  or  other  packages  with  cloth  covers  is  not 
shown  to  be  unreasonable,  although  the  charge  for  such 
commodity  in  barrels  or  casks  with  wooden  covers  is  fourth 
class,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  barrels  when  covered 
with  cloth  can  be  placed  by  the  carriers  in  one  position 
only  during  transit,  and  also  because  of  the  fact  that  on 
account  of  its  disgusting  character  it  endangers  other  traffic 
whenreshipped.^^ 

§  624.  Classification  based  on  volume  of  business. 

A  difference  in  classification  based  on  the  amount  of  a 
shipment,  or  the  number  of  shipments,  where  the  amount 
does  not  lead  to  any  economy  of  management  on  the  part 
of  the  carrier,  is  not  justifiable.  Thus  a  difference  of  clas- 
sification of  surgical  chairs  and  sewing  machines,  based 
on  the  fact  that  few  surgical  chairs  and  many  sewing  ma- 
chines are  offered  for  carriage,  is  improper."  '*The  mere 
fact  that  one  article,  for  example,  sewing  machines,  is 
shipped  'in  greater  quantities'  than  surgical  chairs,  when 
each  as  a  rule  is  shipped  in  less  than  carload  quantities, 
and  of  no  large  difference  in  bulk,  weight  and  value,  and 
of  no  appreciable  difference  in  expense  of  handling  and  of 

"  Masurite  Explosive  Co.  v.  Pitts-  "  Green  Bay  Soap  Co.  v.  C,  M. 

burg  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.,  11  I.  C.  C.  A  St.  P.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  609. 

405.  ^'Harvard   Co.    v.    Pennsylvania 

»  Marshall  Oil  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  257,  4  I.  C.  C. 

Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  210.  Rep.  212. 
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haul,  that  this  alone  should  constitute  in  itself  any  reason 
why  the  former  should  enjoy  lower  rates  or  classification 
than  the  latter,  merely  for  the  reason  that  they  are  shipped 
'in  greater  quantities/  is  a  doctrine  to  which  we  cannot 
give  our  assent.  In  such  a  case  mere  quantity,  not  measured 
by  a  recognized  unit  of  quantity  adapted  to  carriage  and 
lessening  the  expense  of  handling  and  carriage,  cannot  be 
allowed  to  affect  rates  in  the  transportation  of  property. 
The  small  dealer  is  entitled  to  just  and  reasonable  rates 
on  his  product,  as  much  so  as  many  and  large  dealers,  and 
any  discrimination  between  them  in  rates  based  upon  the 
idea  that  the  one  class  of  persons  makes  many  shipments 
while  the  other  makes  but  few  is  unjust  and  unreasonable 
under  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce.  It  is  a  discrimina- 
tion in  favor  of  one  kind  of  traffic  as  against  another  in  the 
vital  matter  of  rates,  and  is  unlawful."  *• 


§  626.  Large  volume  of  traffic  in  a  certain  conmu 

But  though  such  a  difference  as  that  just  examined  will 
not  justify  a  difference  in  classification,  the  case  is  entirely 
different  where  the  volume  of  traffic  in  a  certain  commodity 
is  so  great  as  to  justify  a  certain  special  method  of  handling 
it.  Thus  the  enormous  traffic  in  grain  in  the  west  justifies 
a  special  classification  for  it;  and  so  the  vast  traffic  in  lumber 
in  Georgia  should  be  considered  in  the  classification  of  that 
commodity.^  So  the  great  volume  of  shipments  of  flour 
as  compared  with  other  cereal  products  justifies  a  lower 
classification  of  flour.  *^  The  volume  of  traffic  which  may 
be  considered,  as  has  been  seen,  is  the  entire  traffic  in  the 
commodity  in  question.  It  is  not  permissible  to  consider 
the  amount  of  traffic  furnished  by  a  single  shipper.*^    "The 

"The  only  discrimination  which  "Tift  v.  Southern  Ry.,  138  Fed. 

can  legally  be  made  between  a  large  753. 

shipment  and  a  small  one  must  be  <^  Schumacher  Milling  Co.  v.  Chi- 

based  upon  the  difference  in  the  cost  cago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  R.,  6 1.  C.  C.  Rep. 

of  service.     California  Commercial  61. 

Aaa'n  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  14  I.  C.  «  Warner  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 

C.  422.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  74,  4  I.  C.  C. 

Rep.  32. 
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volume  of  traffic  implies  only  the  extent  to  which  a  particu- 
lar article  has  become  a  subject  of  transportation,  and  does 
not  imply  that  a  large  shipper  of  the  same  or  like  traffic 
can  have  any  advantage  over  a  shipper  of  smaller  quantities. 
Like  traffic  of  large  shippers  and  of  small  shippers  must 
have  the  same  classification  for  carloads  and  the  same  for 
less  than  carloads."  It  is,  therefore,  fundamental  with 
the  Conmiission  to-day  that  value  and  volume  of  tonnage 
is  important  in  determining  the  necessity  of  establishing 
a  conmiodity  rate.^' 

§  626.  Value  of  the  goods  as  an  element 

The  element  of  value  in  the  commodity  transported 
forms  a  proper  consideration  to  be  taken  into  account  in 
the  establishment  of  rate,  since  the  greater  the  value  the 
greater  the  carrier's  liability  as  an  insurer  of  freight,  and 
the  greater,  therefore,  the  risk  to  the  carrier  in  the  trans- 
portation. Since  the  risk  is  greater,  the  cost  of  carriage 
increases  by  the  amount  of  compensation  for  the  greater 
risk;  and  it  is,  therefore,  proper  to  give  more  valuable  goods 
a  higher  classification  than  less  valuable  goods.  ^^  But  the 
increased  rating  given  to  articles  because  of  greater  value 
must  be  not  much  more  than  is  proper  for  the  increased 
risk;  when  value  is  brought  in  as  an  element  in  classifica- 
tion, the  classification  cannot,  nevertheless,  be  determined 
arbitrarily.  "Value  is  undoubtedly  an  element  which 
should  be  considered  in  the  fixing  of  rates.  It  is  often  a 
most  important  element,  but  plainly  cannot  be  made  an 
arbitrary  standard  independent  of  all  other  considera- 
tions." 25 

^  Tone  Bros.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  26  I.  Market  value  of  commodity  con- 

C.  C.  279.  sidered  in  detenninmg  claaaification. 

"Howell  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  Nucoa  Butter  Co.  v.  E.  R.  R.,  20 

W.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  162,  2  I.  C.  C.  174. 

I.  C.  C.  272.  "  Prouty,  Com.,  in  Grain  Shippers' 

Value  must  be  taken  into  oonud-  Ass'n  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C. 

eration    in    framing    classifications  C.  Rep.  158. 

and  rates.  Ford  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.-  Value  as  element  in  determining 
R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  507. 
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§  627.  Different  classification  of  coals. 

Upon  the  ground  of  difference  in  value  a  different  clas- 
sification of  bituminous  and  anthracite  coal  has  often  been 
justified.^  ''Carriers  in  making  separate  classifications, 
or  rates  for  different  coals,  take  into  consideration,  not  only 
the  expense  of  transportation,  but  the  value  of  the  freight 
and  worth  of  the  transportation  to  the  shipper;  the  ex- 
ceptional qualities  which  fit  the  more  valuable  anthracite 
for  domestic  and  special  uses  and  cause  its  large  consump- 
tion in  less  distant  m^^rkets;  the  shorter  distance  from  the 
mines  to  the  principal  markets  rendering  the  transporta- 
tion proportionately  more  expensive,  and  the  necessity  for 
so  apportioning  the  transportation  charges  between  the 
anthracite  of  different  sizes  and  values  that  the  more  valu- 
able may  bear  the  greater  charge."  ^  Therefore,  in  a  re- 
cent proceeding  it  was  remarked  that  rates  on  bituminous 
coal,  being  generally  lower  than  on  anthracite  coal,  a  rate 
on  anthracite  coal,  which  was  higher  than  the  rate  on 
bituminous  coal  on  another  road  was  not  to  be  held  un- 
reasonable.^ 


§  628.  Bases  of  comparing  values  of  goods. 

The  bases  of  comparing  commodities  may  be  seen  more 
clearly  by  still  other  illustrations.  In  the  past  the  same 
rate  was  applied  on  grain  and  the  products  manufactured 
from  grain;  of  late  the  rate  upon  the  product  has  been 
somewhat  higher,  and  a  separate  rate  provided  for  articles 
known  as  by-products.^  In  the  South  manufactured 
products  and  crude  products  are  still  often  rated  alike.  ^ 


rating.  Barr  Chemical  Works  v. 
P.  &  R.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  77. 

The  Commission  commends  the 
idea  to  the  consideration  of  the  car- 
riers. Union  Pacific  Tea  Co.  v.  Pa. 
R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  545. 

"  Cox  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  L.  V.  Ry.  Co., 
3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  460,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
535. 

^  Smithing  coal,  being  of  greater 
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value,  may  properly  be  cliarged  higher 
rate  than  ordinary  bituminous  coal. 
Sligo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  U.  P.  R.  R. 
Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  527. 

»  Meeker  &  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R.  R.  Co., 
21  I.  C.  C.  129. 

«  Grain  Rates  in  C.  F.  .\.  Terri- 
tory, 28  I.  C.  C.  549. 

^  German  Kali  Works  v.  A.,  T.  k 
S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  223. 
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A  classification  could  not  be  based  on  the  value  of  a  particu- 
lar shipment,  since  the  number  of  classes  would  be  too 
large,  and  the  refinement  too  subtle,  for  practical  opera- 
tion, and  on  the  evidence  presented  the  Commission  was 
not  justified  in  withdrawing  a  particular  commodity  vary- 
ing in  value,  density  and  dimensions  with  each  other,  from 
the  general  class  to  which  it  belonged.  ^^  It  is  the  class  to 
which  the  shipment  belongs  which  determines  the  matter 
of  rating;  thus  brooms,  as  a  manufactured  article,  should, 
in  accordance  with  accepted  principles,  pay  a  rate  higher 
than  broom  com,  which  is  raw  material.'^  Faced  brick 
are  relatively  so  much  more  expensive  than  the  ordinary 
sorts,  and  the  damage  to  them  in  transit  would  run  into  so 
much  higher  figures,  that  a  higher  classification  is  plainly 
justified.  ^^  And  generally  speaking  due  weight  must  be 
given  to  di£ferences  in  value  of  commodities,  and  that 
diflference  is  not  limited  by  measure  of  di£ference  in  risk.^* 
Thus  a  very  low  rate  can  be  given  on  scrap  tin  plate,  a 
refuse  of  little  intrinsic  value,  invoice  value  being  about 
$5  per  ton,  as  it  can  move  only  under  a  rate  relatively  low 
compared  with  other  articles  usually  classed  as  junk.'^ 
The  fact  that  sand  is  a  low-grade  commodity  and  gives 
rise  to  practically  no  claims  for  loss  and  damage,  makes 
it  a  case  where  low  earnings  per  ton  per  mile  would  be 
regarded  as  reasonably  remunerative  in  other  parts  of  the 
country.'* 

§  629.  Differing  value  of  some  kind  of  freight. 

As  has  been  seen,  classification  is  not  to  be  made  too 
minute;  and  in  general  a  difference  of  value  between  ar- 
ticles of  the  same  kind  does  not  lead  to  a  different  classifica- 
tion based  on  value.     Thus,  flour  or  cotton  or  silver  ore 

**  Forest  City  Freight  Bureau  v.  "  Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  S.  Ry., 

Ann  Arbor  R.  R.  Co.,  18 1.  C.  C.  205.  26  I.  C.  C.  169. 

'•  Broom  Rates  to  Colorado  Points,  **  Vulcan  Detinning  Co.  v.  U.  P. 

28  L  C.  C.  310.  R.  R.  Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  93. 

"  James  &  A.  Co.  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  "  Rates  on  Sand  to  Houston,  Tex., 

R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  273.  26  I.  C.  C.  677. 
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would  have  the  same  classification,  without  regard  to  the 
quality  and  value  of  the  particular  shipments.*^  To  this 
there  are  some  exceptions;  thus  in  the  o£Scial  classification 
a  difference  is,  or  was,  made  in  the  classification  of  electro- 
type i^tes,  engravings,  paintings  and  pictures,  statuary, 
bronze  or  metal,  and  stereotype  plates,  where  the  limita- 
tion of  value  is  based  ui)on  the  net  invoice  and  required 
to  be  so  expressed  in  the  shipping  receipts  by  shippers. 
The  classification  also  contained  rules  restricting  to  fixed 
sums  the  valuation  of  livestock,  marble,  granite,  ores, 
antimony,  calamine,  copper,  lead,  silver,  tin,  or  mica, — 
such  valuation  to  be  stated  by  the  shipper  in  the  shipping 
order  or  receipt;  and  the  class  rate  is  given  only  where  the 
value  is  so  restricted.  But  in  general  it  would  not  be  per- 
missible to  make  a  difference  between  articles  of  the  same 
kind  merely  because  of  value.  Where  carriers  have  ap- 
plied one  rate  to  all  automobiles,  it  is  not  possible  for  them 
to  differentiate  between  machines  of  different  values,  and 
whether  old  or  new,  as  there  would  be  no  place  where  a 
definite  line  could  be  drawn;  and,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  Commission  would  not  say  that  the  placing  of  old  and 
new  automobiles  in  the  same  class  is  unreasonable.^ 

Topic  E,    Carload  and  L.  C,  L. 

§  630.  Different  classification  and  rating. 

A  fundamental  principle  in  all  classification  is  that  one 
rate  shall  be  given  when  the  goods  are  carried  in  carload 
lots,  and  a  much  higher  rate  when  they  are  carried  in  less 
than  carloads.  This  difference  is  legally  proper;  and  the 
rate  per  100  lbs.  can  be  much  less  in  C.  L.  lots  than  in  L.  C. 

^  Page  V.  Delaware,  L.  A  W.  R.  law,  claamfieation  properly  may  not 

R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  548.  be  predicated  upon  the  use  to  be 

See,    however,    Interstate    Ck)m.  made  of  an  article;  use  may,  however, 

Comm.  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  be  considered  as  evidence  of  value; 

64  Fed.  723.  value  has  a  bearing  upon  rating  in 

"Whitcomb  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  the  classification.    Western  Classifi- 

15  I.  C.  C.  27.  cation  Case,  25  I.  C.  C.  442. 

In    accordance    with    established 

[468] 


Classification  op  Commodities  [  §  531 

L.^  If  a  carload  can  be  handled  as  a  unit,  in  loading, 
transporting,  and  delivering,  the  cost  to  the  carrier  is 
obviously  much  less;  and  furthermore  there  is  no  waste 
through  hauling  a  partly  empty  car,  as  must  necessarily 
happen  in  many  cases  where  less  than  carload  lots  are 
shipped.  One  idea  in  making  the  C.  L.  rates  less  than  L. 
C.  L.  shipments  is  that  the  consignee  wiU  unload  the  former, 
while  the  railroad  handles  the  latter.^®  The  difference 
between  carload  and  less-than-carload  rates  must  be  a 
reasonable  one.  It  must  not  be  so  wide  as  to  be  destructive 
to  competition  between  large  and  small  dealers,  especially 
upon  articles  of  general  and  necessary  use,  and  which, 
imder  existing  conditions  of  trade,  furnish  a  large  volume 
of  business  to  carriers.  ^^  An  excessive  difference  between 
the  carload  and  less-than-carload  rates  on  the  same  com- 
modity results  in  an  undue  preference  to  the  carload 
shipper. 

§  631.  When  difference  in  classification  is  required. 

Generally  speaking,  carload  ratings  should  be  estab- 
lished whenever  carload  quantities  are  offered  for  ship- 
ment, and  public  interest  requires  this  course.^*  But, 
unless  their  rate  is  otherwise  shown  to  be  unreasonable,  a 
shipper  on  C.  L.  rates  cannot  complain  that  there  is  not  a 
hi^er  L.  C.  L.  rate.^'  Thus  the  Commission  has  recently 
held  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  establishment  of  a 
carload  rate  on  champagne,  if  the  present  any-quantity 
rate  is  a  reasonable  rate  for  the  transportation  of  that 
commodity  in  carloads.  ^^  Carloading  rating  asked  on 
cotton  piece  goods  was  refused,  ^^  on  ground  that  business 

**  Harvard   Co.    v.    Pennsylvania  *' Western  Classification  Case,  25 

Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  257,  4  I.  C.  C.  I.  C.  C.  442. 

Rep.  212.  *»  Woodward-  B.  Co.  v.  S.  P.,  L. 

^  Re    Advances    in     Demurrage  A.,  &  S.  L.  Ry.,  29  I.  C.  C.  664. 

Charges,  25  I.  C.  C.  314.  **  Schmidt  &  Peters,  Inc.,  v.  A.,  T. 

«  Thurber  v.  New  York  C.  4  H.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  376. 

R.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  742,  3  1.  *«  Taylor  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  M.  P. 

C.  C.  Rep.  473.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  205. 
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conditions  in  the  territory  had  adapted  themselves  to 
existing  any-quantity  rates.  ^  On  the  other  hand,  a  tariff 
was  lately  held  to  be  unreasonable  because  of  failure  to 
estabhsh  carload  rating  on  automobile  parts.  ^^  And,  still 
later,  a  carload  rating,  with  a  minimum  of  24,000  was 
ordered  to  be  estabhshed  by  the  Commission  on  smoking 
tobaccos.^  Where  carriers  have  in  effect  a  uniform  rate 
per  100  pounds  for  any  quantity,  which  rate  apphes  uni- 
formly to  all  shippers,  a  different  rate  appUed  to  carloads 
than  that  applied  to  less-than-carloads  will  not  be  ordered 
when  such  differential  will  have  a  tendency  to  increase 
the  rate  on  less-than-carloads,  and  permit  the  large  dealer 
to  drive  the  smaller  dealers  out  of  the  market,  and  cut  off 
the  consumers  and  small  dealer  from  purchasing  at  dis- 
tant markets  in  less-than-carload  lots.^*  Generally  speak- 
ing, therefore,  if  the  carrier  chooses  to  carry  goods  in  less 
than  carload  lots  at  the  same  rate  as  carload  lots,  the 
shippers  cannot  complain  unless  their  rates  are  imrea- 
sonable.  And,  indeed,  under  certain  circumstances  any 
quantity  rates  are  clearly  much  better  for  all  concerned." 

§  632.  Minimum  carloads. 

The  carload  rate  necessarily  involves  some  standard 
for  determining  what  shall  constitute  a  carload;  and  this 
is  usually  established  by  fixing  a  minimum  weight  of  the 
commodity  as  a  carload.  This  must  of  coiu'se  be  fixed 
reasonably,  and  must  not  exceed  the  weight  that  can  prop- 
erly be  loaded  in  the  car  provided.  It  is  in  the  interest 
of  economical  transportation  that  cars  containing  hght 
and  bulky  articles  should  be  loaded  as  heavily  as  possible; 
and  it  is  equally  plain  that  a  carrier  can  afford,  to  an  ex- 
tent, to  decrease  its  rates  in  proportion  as  the  loading 

*  See  also  Duncan  &  Co.  v.  N.  C.  ^  Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  C.  M. 

&  St.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  590.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  285,  5  I.  C.  C. 

^'Auto  Vehicle  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  638. 

St.  P.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  286.  »  German  Kali  Works  v.  A.,  T.  & 

«  Bagley  &  Co.  v.  P.  M.  R.  R.,  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  223. 
25  I.  C.  C.  698. 
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increases.  ^^  A  carrier  in  defining  a  carload  and  fixing  the 
rate  should  furnish  a  car  adapted  to  carry  properly  the 
quantity  designated,  and  not  put  the  shipper  to  any  ex- 
pense to  fit  up  the  car;  this  expense  would  seem  to  be 
in  excess  of  the  tariff  rate  and  unlawful.^^  It  would  mani- 
festly be  unjust,  under  any  rule  as  to  minimum  loads  or 
otherwise,  to  charge  for  weight  not  carried  in  a  car  which 
the  carrier  has  furnished  and  in  which  on  account  of  its 
size  and  the  nature  and  bulk  of  the  freight  the  required 
minimum  cannot  be  loaded. ^^  There  may,  of  course,  be 
some  exceptions  to  such  a  rule  in  cases  where  the  freight 
is  extremely  light  in  weight  in  comparison  with  its  bulk, 
and  of  such  character  as  to  forbid  close  packing;  but  it  has 
proper  apphcation  to  general  freight  which  is  usually 
capable  of  being  shipped  in  bulk  or  iix  bales  or  boxes. ^* 


§  633.  Minimum  carload  regulations. 

Like  other  regulations  minimum  arrangements  should 
be  as  uniform  as  possible;  if  they  are  unduly  numerous,  the 
chief  advantages  are  lost.  Rules  for  minimum  weights 
which  cannot  be  invariably  enforced,  or  which,  if  so  en- 
forced, are  plainly  prejudicial  to  any  class  of  shippers, 
are  not  to  be  regarded  as  lawful.*^  In  a  recent  proceeding, 
however,  minimum  rates  for  furniture  were  graduated 
according  to  the  length  of  the  car  based  upon  16,000  pounds 
for  36-foot  equipment.^*  In  the  case  of  a  tank  car,  it  is  to 
be  noted,  there  is  a  natural  minimum  in  the  capacity  of 


•*  Montague  &  CJo.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S. 
F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  72. 

^'  National  Hay  Ass'n  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
264. 

^'  No  commodity  is  loaded  alwa3r8 
to  its  exact  minimum;  the  actual 
loading  usually  very  considerably 
exceeds  the  minimum  prescribed; 
the  same  thing  is  to  a  degree  true 
of  baled  wool.  In  re  Wool,  Hides, 
and  Pelts,  25  I.  C.  C.  185. 


^^  There  is  no  justification  for  a 
carload  minimum  of  twice  the  weight 
the  commodity  will  ordinarily  load. 
Barnard  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 
26  I.  C.  C.  91. 

^  Suffem,  Hunt  &  Co.  v.  Indiana, 
D.  &  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
255. 

^  Commodity  Rates  Between  Mis- 
souri River  Points,  28  I.  C.  C. 
265. 
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the  tank  itself.  ^^  A  minimum  as  high  as  the  product  can 
be  carried  imder  most  advantageous  circumstances,  with 
a  comparatively  low  rate,  is,  it  seems,  best  for  shipper.^ 
It  is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  denial  of  a  reasonable  mini- 
mum weight  for  single-deck  cars  to  establish  the  fact  that 
the  shipper  might  be  able  to  obtain  a  reasonable  minimum 
by  ordering  double-deck  cars,  when  there  are  no  faciUties 
for  loading  double-deck  cars."  It  is  perhaps  needless  to 
state  that  the  carload  rate  is  always  charged  in  one  con- 
tingency, in  observance  of  a  rule  that  the  amount  charged 
for  less  than  a  carload  of  freight  shall  not  exceed  chaises 
on  a  minimimi  carload  weight  of  the  article.^ 

§  634.  Mixed  carloads. 

Mixed  carloads  of  articles  of  the  same  class  and  the  same 
general  nature  may  receive  carload  rates.  The  liberaliza- 
tion of  mixtures  is  in  the  interest  of  the  whole  public;  they 
result  in  a  better  utilization  of  car  space,  lessen  demands 
upon  terminal  properties,  decrease  expense  of  operation, 
and  facilitate  movement  of  freight.*^  Thus  a  mixed  car- 
load of  celery  and  cauUflower,  vegetables  entitled  to  the 
same  classification,  should  receive  carload  rates;  any  clas- 
sification which  interferes  with  the  reasonable  freedom  of 
the  shipper  in  this  respect  is  improper.*^  '' Examination 
of  the  tariff  providing  for  mixed  carloads  of  green  fruit 
shows  that  bananas  and  pineapples  may  go  as  a  mixed 
carload,  and  that  lemons  and  bananas  mixed  take  the 
carload  rate;  and  that  pineapples  may  be  mixed  in  a  car- 
load with  almost  any  other  kind  of  fruit  therein  specified 
except  lemons  and  oranges.  As  bananas  and  pineapples 
may  be  mixed  and  lemons  and  bananas  may  be  mixed, 

'^  Rates  on  Asphalt  &  Asphaltum,  Co.  v.  A.  Q.  S.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C. 

26  I.  C.  C.  614.  446. 

"  Ponchatoula  Farmers'  Ass'n  v.  «»  Marshall  Oil  Ck).  v.  C.  4  N.  W. 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  513.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  576. 

••  Kibbe  v.  St.  L.,  B.  &  M.  Ry.,  "  Tecumseh   Celery   Co.   v.   Cin- 

25  I.  C.  C.  661.  cinnati,  J.  &  M.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep. 

"  American  Brake  Shoe  &  Foundry  318,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  663. 

[462] 


Classification  of  Commodities  [  §  536 

it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  complaint  is  not  correct  in 
contending  that  lemons,  bananas  and  pineapples  may  be 
mixed  in  one  carload  and  carried  at  the  carload  rate, 
and  yet  technically  lemons  and  pineapples  cannot  be  for- 
warded together  in  a  carload  and  receive  the  benefit  of 
the  carload  charge  under  the  present  classification."^' 
It  might  be  added  that  it  is  an  almost  imiversal  rule  that 
where  a  package  contains  articles  taking  different  rate  the 
entire  package  goes  at  the  rate  applicable  to  the  highest 
rated  article.*^ 

§  636.  Shipment  in  form  permitting  greater  carload. 

On  the  same  principle  it  would  seem  that  if  goods  are  so 
compactly  shipped  that  more  can  be  carried  in  a  single 
car,  a  lower  classification  should  be  given  them.  This  was 
claimed  by  the  complainant  in  the  case  of  the  Planters' 
Compress  Company  v.  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  & 
St.  Louis  Railway .•*  The  complainant  offered  for  carriage 
round  bales  of  cotton  so  closely  compressed  and  in  such 
a  form  that  twice  as  much  cotton  could  be  loaded  and  carried 
in  a  single  car  as  could  be  loaded  and  carried  in  the  ordinary 
form.  While,  as  was  pointed  out,  this  did  not  increase 
the  total  amount  of  cotton  carried,  it  certainly  decreased 
the  expense  of  canying  such  total  amount.  Notwithstand- 
ing this  fact,  the  majority  of  the  Commission  held  that  the 
complainant  was  not  entitled  to  a  lower  classification. 
The  most  important  argument  in  favor  of  the  decision 
is  that  the  method  of  compression  was  expensive  and  was 
not  open  to  everyone,  and  that  it  was  therefore  improper 
to  give  an  advantage  to  the  comparatively  few  shippers 
who  could  use  it.  This  argument  is  sound,  and  is  probably 
sufficient  to  justify  the  decision;  and  it  has  its  bearing  on 
the  point  next  under  discussion.^ 

•^demente,    Com.,    in    Roth    v.  ««  11 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  602,  **  The  Commission  disapproves  a 

605.  rule  permitting  the  application  of 

^*  Oak  Grove  Piurm  Creamery  v.  the  balance  of  a  through  carload  rate 

Adams  Exp.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  454.  on  a  less-than-carload  quantity  mov- 
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§  636.  Trainloads. 

While  lower  carload  rates  are  based  on  a  real  saving  in 
cost  of  transportation,  the  same  thing  cannot  be  said,  at 
least  to  the  same  extent,  of  train-load  rates;  and  such  rates 
are  not  generally  permissible.*^  As  the  Commission  has  had 
occasion  to  point  out,  giving  greater  consideration  to  train- 
load  than  to  carload  traffic  would  be  to  the  prejudice  of  small 
shippers  and  the  public.**  But  in  England  it  is  held  that  un- 
der certain  circumstances  lower  rates  may  be  given  for  iship- 
ments  in  trainloads.*^  And,  indeed,  were  it  not  for  the  policy 
involved,  it  would  be  held  very  probably  in  America  that 
there  is  a  sufficient  difference  in  traffic  costs  between  car 
loads  and  train  loads  to  justify  rates  slightly  lower  for  the 
train  service  as  against  the  car  service.^® 

§  637.  Traffic  handled  in  special  trains. 

This  general  subject  was  considered  at  length  in  con- 
nection with  the  classification  of  peaches  carried  to  market 
on  special  trains.  ^^  The  complaint  was  made  by  shippers 
of  peaches  from  Delaware  to  New  York.  The  traffic  was 
moved  in  separate  trains  from  other  freight,  and  at  a  high 
rate  of  speed.  The  freight  moved,  according  to  the  evi- 
dence, at  about  28  to  30  miles  an  hour,  which  did  not 
include  the  time  at  stations.  Notwithstanding  the  speed 
at  which  the  trains  were  moved,  the  time  required  to 
reach  Jersey  City  from  the  Peninsula  was  12  hours  and 
upwards.  Respondents  estimated  the  cost  of  movement  of 
this  traffic  at  about  double  that  of  ordmary  freight. 
Empty  cars  in  this  trade  were  returned  at  the  same  rate 
of  speed.  They  carried  no  return  loads.  Cars  used  for 
general  freight  ordinarily  carry  return  loads  and  make 

ing  from  a  transit  point.     South-  **  Nicholson  v.  Gt.  Western  Ry., 

western  Millers'  League  v.  A.,  T.  &  4  C.  B.  (N.  S).  366. 

S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  552.  "  Carsteens  Packing  Ck).  v.  O.  S. 

"  Paine  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.,  L.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  324. 

7  I.  C.  C.  218.  "  Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New 

"  Anaconda  Copper  Mining  Co.  v.  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep. 

C.  &  E.  R.  R.,  19  L  C.  C.  592.  554,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  309. 
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slow  time,  and  the  usual  earnings  of  such  a  car  are  five 
dollars  a  day.  The  Commission  held  that  the  peculiar 
needs  of  this  service,  requiring  the  withdrawal  of  cars 
for  a  period  of  two  months  or  more  from  other  service, 
the  special  fitting  up  of  the  cars  for  the  carriage  of  ihe 
freight,  the  high  rate  of  speed  at  which  the  trains  are  run 
in  order  to  make  early  delivery  at  the  markets,  the  greater 
wear  and  deterioration  to  the  cars,  tracks  and  bridges  by 
the  increased  rate  of  speed  and  the  return  of  the  cars 
empty,  also  at  high  speed,  justifies  a  considerably  higher 
rate  than  for  ordinary  freight.  The  Commission  also  said 
that  a  material  feature  in  fixing  the  rating  was  the  speed, 
which  was  not  confined  to  the  loaded  cars,  but  also  in- 
cluded the  return  of  the  empty  cars,  and  was  therefore  a 
service  in  both  directions.^* 

§  638.  Car  loaded  by  several  shippers. 

It  has  been  said  that  a  difference  in  rate  for  a  solid 
carload  of  one  kind  of  freight,  from  one  consignor  to  one 
consignee,  and  a  carload  quantity  from  the  same  point  of 
shipment  to  the  same  destination,  consisting  of  like  freight 
or  freight  of  like  character  from  more  than  one  consignor 
to  one  consignee,  or  from  one  consignor  to  more  than  one 
consignee,  is  not  justified  by  the  difference  in  cost  of  han- 
dling.^^  And,  indeed,  the  saving  effected  by  carload  trans- 
portation, for  a  single  shipper  to  a  single  consignee,  would 
equally  be  effected  when  a  car  is  loaded  by  several  shippers 
acting  together,  or  by  a  forwarder  collecting  goods  from 
several  consignors  and  packing  them  together.  Although 
the  Commission  has  never  had  any  hesitation  about  this 
matter,  the  courts  had  for  a  time  doubts  as  to  whether 
this  practice  was  not  unfair  to  the  business  of  the  rail- 
roads; but  it  has  finally  been  decided  quite  recently  by 

^*  See  also  Gardner  v.  So.  Ry.,  10         See  Buckeye  Buggy  Go.  v.  Cleve- 
I.  C.  C.  342.  land,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C. 

"  Thurber  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.      Rep.  620. 
R.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Ck>m.  Rep.  742,  3  I. 
C.  C.  473. 
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the  Supreme  Court,  that  a  forwarder  offering  a  carload 
of  goods  for  shipment  is  entitled  to  the  same  rate  as  any 
other  shipper  of  goods  in  carload  lots.^* 

§  639.  Commission  rulings  upon  special  ratings. 

Since  the  later  decisions  of  the  Supreme  C!ourt  there 
can  no  longer  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  powers  which  the 
Commission  now  possesses  under  the  Act  as  amended. 
It  may  determine  what  shall  be  the  difference  in  rate 
between  carload  and  less-than-carload  lots;  it  may  decide 
whether  the  difference  in  revenue,  due  to  a  difference  in 
method  of  loading,  warrants  a  difference  in  the  rate  on 
carload  shipments  of  the  same  article.^^  Indeed,  the  Com- 
mission since  the  recent  amendments  has  had  no  ques- 
tion that  it  could  order  special  rates  for  carload  quan- 
tities to  be  established  wherever  carload  quantities  are  so 
generally  offered  in  the  shipment  of  the  conunodity  in 
question  as  to  make  such  rates  clearly  enough  in  the 
public  interest.^*  It  is  generally  provided  under  tariffs 
that  in  order  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  a  carload  rate  on 
actual  weight  of  overflow  beyond  the  capacity  of  the  car, 
the  shipment  must  have  moved  imder  one  bill  of  lading." 
Charging  a  higher  rate  on  coal  loaded  in  open  cars  than 
on  coal  in  box  or  stock  cars  was  not  found  unreasonable 
by  the  Commission,  and  a  difference  in  rates  may  be 
made  when  lumber  is  loaded  in  flat  cars  instead  of  being 
loaded  in  box  cars.^^  Less-than-carload  rates  are  applicable 
to  a  different  class  of  traffic  from  that  embraced  in  car- 
load and  peddler-car  shipments.^  Under  an  any-quantity 
rate  the  carrier  has  freedom  in  the  use  of  its  equipment; 

'^Interstate   Commerce   Commis-  ^Western  Claasification  Case,  25 

aion  V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  220  U.  S.  I.  C.  C.  442. 

235,  31  Sup.  Ct.  392.  "  Scudder  v.  T.  &  P.  Ry.,  22  I.  C. 

It  was  formerly  held  otherwise  by  C.  60. 

the    federal    courts.    Lundgrust    v.  '"In  re  Advance  on  Lumber,  24 

Grand  Trunk  W.  Ry.,  121  Fed.  915.  I.  C.  C.  686. 

"  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  U.  S.,  "  Rates  on  Packing-House  Prod- 

232  U.  S.  199,  34  Sup.  Ct.  291.  ucts,  28  I.  C.  C.  599. 
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and  such  a  tariff  gives  the  shipper  no  right  to  demand  a 
car  of  a  given  siae.** 

§  540.  Car  sizes. 

Where  a  car  was  loaded  according  to  carrier's  loading 
restrictions,  the  weight  then  being  less  than  minimum,  it 
was  held  that  the  actual  weight  should  govem.^^  But 
where  a  car  was  loaded  to  full  visible  capacity,  and  trans- 
portation charges  were  assessed  on  higher  minimum  weight, 
it  was  held  that  the  charges  were  unreasonable  to  the  ex- 
tent assessed.^^  When  a  shipment  requires  a  car  of  greater 
capacity  than  can  be  furnished  by  the  carrier,  two  or  more 
smaller  cars  should  be  furnished,  and  charges  assessed 
upon  the  basis  of  actual  weight  of  shipment,  but  not  less 
than  the  minimum  weight  prescribed  in  the  tariff  for  a 
carload.®*  A  tariff  rule  providing  minimum  weight  of 
50,000  pounds,  subject  to  rule  "except  when  marked  ca- 
pacity of  car  is  less,  in  which  event  marked  capacity  of 
car  will  govern/'  was  construed  by  a  carrier  to  vary  mini- 
mum, only  when  carrier  was  unable  to  furnish  cars  of 
prescribed  capacity;  but  it  was  held  by  the  Commission 
that  this  rule  so  construed  was  unfair,  and  should  have 
provided  that  when  shipper  ordered  car  of  certain  capacity, 
and  carrier  for  its  own  convenience  furnished  car  of  greater 
capacity,  the  capacity  of  car  ordered  should  be  applied, 
subject  to  actual  weight,  if  in  excess.®^ 

§  541.  Special  equipment  not  necessary. 

If,  however,  the  carrier  provides  a  special  equipment 
not  because  it  is  required  by  the  nature  of  the  traffic, 
but  for  its  own  convenience,  or  to  attract  patronage  in 
competition  with  a  rival,  the  fact  that  the  article  is  thus 

«  Falls  &  Ck).  V,  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,         »  Riverside  Mills  v.  St.  L.  A  S. 

15  I,  C.  C.  269.  F.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  264. 

"  Oregon  Lumber  Co.  v.  O.  R.  R.         "  Hull  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  21  I.  C. 

&  N.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  582.  C.  R.  486. 

«  Barnard  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 
26  I.  C.  C.  91. 
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carried  does  not  justify  high  classification.  This  was  held 
in  one  case  relating  to  oranges.®^  It  appeared  that  the 
transportation  of  oranges  received  special  care  and  atten- 
tion from  the  defendants.  Cars  and  steamers  were  ven- 
tilated; trains  were  run  on  fast  schedules  which  limited 
the  number  of  cars  and  increased  the  consumption  of  coal, 
and  extra  accommodations  and  employees  were  provided 
at  shipping,  junction  and  terminal  points.  Moreover, 
most  of  the  cars  engaged  in  this  traffic  by  the  all  rail 
lines  returned  empty,  and  the  cars  carrying  oranges  north 
were  not  loaded  to  their  full  capacity,  the  average  load 
not  exceeding  nineteen  thousand  pounds.  The  service, 
therefore,  was  more  expensive  than  that  rendered  in  con- 
nection with  ordinary  freight.  Nevertheless,  the  Com- 
mission found  that  oranges  were  not  perishable,  and  that 
this  special  care  was  unnecessary  to  their  preservation; 
and  thereupon  held  that  it  would  not  justify  a  high  classi- 
fication.^ 

Topic  F.    Difference  in  Rate  Between  Classes 

§  542.  Principles  governing  differences  between  classes. 

It  remains  to  point  out  formally,  what  has  been  assumed 
throughout  this  chapter,  that  there  are  great  differences 
between  the  rates  payable  for  transportation  for  the  same 
distances  upon  goods  in  different  classes.  As  the  Commis- 
sion has  pointed  out,  striking  differences  in  distinct  com- 
modities ordinarily  result  in  substantial  differences  in  rates.^ 
There  is  no  fixed  percentage  for  differentiation  even  of  the 
six  classes  usually  established;  still  less  is  there  any  definite 
rule  for  the  differences  to  be  made  between  commodities 

**  Railroad    Com.    of    Florida    v.  In  fixing  rates  it  Lb  to  be  borne  in 

Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  mind  that  the  carrier  and  the  shipper 

Com.  Rep.  688,  700,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  may  both  insist  upon  a  rate  that  is 

13.  just  and  reasonable  to  them  respeo- 

"  See  also  Gardner  v.  So.  Ry.,  10  tively    and    relatively.      Rates    on 

I.  C.  C.  342.  Crushed  Stone,  30  I.  C,  C.  22. 

» Anthony  v.  P.  &  R.  Ry.,  14  I. 
C.C.581. 
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with  extra  class  rating.  But  it  is  matter  of  common  knowl- 
edge that  there  are  great  differences  between  rates  pay- 
able by  the  different  classes,  the  highest  class  usually 
paying  for  the  same  transportation  many  times  what  is 
paid  by  the  lowest  class.  Thus  commodities  of  distinctively 
high  grade  should  be  so  rated  as  to  bear  their  proportion- 
ate share  of  general  transportation  expense.^  All  that  can 
be  said  in  general  is  that  the  principles  as  to  rate  making 
apply  here  as  elsewhere,  and  that  the  burden  must  be 
thrown  upon  the  various  classes  without  outrageous  dis- 
proportion. 

§  543.  Low-grade  commodities  may  be  carried  at  low  rates. 

To  go  to  one  extreme,  low-grade  commodities  may  be 
carried  at  rates  relatively  very  low  indeed.  Provided  that 
the  rate  is  remunerative,  the  other  classes  cannot  complain 
that  the  rate  is  disproportionately  low,  since  unless  such  a 
rate  were  made  the  trafiBic  would  not  be  got  and  the 
higher  classes  would  lose  the  benefit.  To  quote  the 
Commission  again:  ^^  "While  some  of  the  relatively  low 
rates  on  low-class  commodities,  including  iron  and  steel, 
are  lower  because  of  competition  by  water  than  they 
would  otherwise  be,  the  general  comparatively  low  rating 
appUed  to  them  is  largely  due  to  the  character  of  such 
commodities,  the  use  to  which  they  are  put,  the  demand 
for  them  in  large  quantities  throughout  the  country,  their 
susceptibility  of  movement  at  less  cost  and  risk  to  the 
carrier  than  high  class  and  more  valuable  freight,  and 
other  like  conditions.  It  is  to  the  interest  of  the  carriers  as 
well  as  the  public,  that  their  rates  be  low  enough,  if  not 
below  a  remunerative  point,  to  permit  the  general  move- 
ment and  distribution  of  these  commodities  in  general 

^  Kiser  Co.  v.  C.  of  G.  Ry.,  17  I.  other  shippers.     RaUroad  Commis- 

C.  C.  430.  sion  of  Fla.  v.  So.  Exp.  Co.,  28  I.  C. 

The  Commission  cannot  order  low  C.  634. 

rates  to  be  put  on  certain  traffic,  on  "  Colorado   Fuel  &   Iron   Co.   v. 

the  basis  that  the  carrier  may  recoup  So.  Pacific   Ry.,   6   I.   C.   C.   Rep. 

itself  by  the  charges  it  is  making  489. 
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demand  in  large  quantities  for  construction,  building, 
manufacturing,  and  other  purposes.  Reasonable  freedom 
of  such  movement  and  distribution  stimulates  the  growth 
and  development  of  the  country  and  thereby  promotes  all 
interests.  The  general  prevalence  of  such  lower  rates  on 
this  character  of  freight  is  due  to  the  carriers'  usual  policy 
of  making  rates  that  will  fairly  permit  the  traffic  to  move, 
if  of  such  value  that  it  will  bear  reasonable  charges.  Rates 
on  steel  rails  and  other  low-^grade  freights  of  the  character 
stated,  yielding  per  ton  per  mile  the  average  received  on 
all  freight,  would  be  unjust.  The  value  of  the  goods,  the 
cost  of  the  service,  the  degree  of  risk  to  the  carrier,  among 
other  considerations,  have  important  bearing  upon  the 
relation  of  rates  on  different  kinds  of  traffic  as  well  as  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rate  on  a  specific  article."  ^ 

§  544.  High-grade  commodities  should  not  be  overcharged. 

On  the  other  hand,  just  because  high-grade  commodities 
will  stand  a  rate  relatively  very  much  higher,  it  is  not 
justifiable  to  charge  them  outrageously  disproportionate 
rates.  This  was  set  forth  in  a  most  striking  manner  in 
one  report  of  the  Commission,  where  it  said:  '^  "Fur  hats, 
for  example,  move  at  first-class  rates,  and  six  dozen 
of  these  ready  for  shipment  weigh,  approximately,  100 
pounds.  The  cost  of  transporting  that  100  poimds  from 
New  York,  where  these  hats  are  manufactured,  to  Chicago, 
is  75  cents,  or  about  1  cent  per  hat.  Evidently  the  num- 
ber of  hats  worn  in  the  city  of  Chicago  would  not  be 
appreciably   diminished   if  this   freight  rate  were   to  be 


*°The  Commission  finding  that 
on  sawdust,  in  carloads,  a  commodity 
rate  of  20  cents  was  exacted,  held 
that  sawdust,  being  a  low-grade  com- 
modity and  valued  at  about  $1.50 
per  ton,  the  rate  should  not  exceed 
8  cents  per  100  lbs.,  minimum  24,000 
lbs.,  so  as  to  correspond  with  the 
rate  on  fuel  wood  and  that  on  saw- 
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dust  on  the  lines  of  other  carriers  in 
the  territory  in  question.  William 
Plunmier  Co.  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C. 
C.  530. 

'^Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates, 
9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

Nitro-cellulose-wet  should  be  clas- 
sified first-class,  L.  C,  L.  U.  S.  v.  W. 
&  N.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  309. 
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doubled.  If  such  hats  were  manufactured  both  at  New 
York  and  at  Baltimore,  and  the  rate  from  New  York  were 
to  be  increased,  while  that  from  Baltimore  remained  the 
same,  this  might  shut  up  the  New  York  factory;  or,  if  the 
rate  were  too  high,  the  establishment  of  a  factory  in 
Chicago  might  be  induced;  although  this  would  not  be 
true  in  case  of  hats,  since  the  raw  material,  which  moves 
at  the  same  rate,  originates  on  the  Atlantic  Seaboard* 
Probably  the  first-class  rate  throughout  all  Official  Classi- 
fication territory  could  be  advanced  60  per  cent  without 
appreciably  reducing  the  volume  of  traffic."  ^^ 

§  546.  Proportionate  difference  between  the  classes. 

The  principle  to  be  deduced,  from  the  cases  which  have 
just  been  discussed,  is  that  the  differences  in  rates  between 
the  classes  in  a  classification  should  not  be  disproportion- 
ate. It  has  often  been  remarked  that  a  relation  of  rates, 
when  once  established  on  sound  grounds,  has  a  more 
permanent  basis  than  a  rate.^^  The  classification  being 
made,  a  rate  must  be  fixed  for  each  class;  and  the  differ- 
ence in  rates  between  the  different  classes  must  be  reason- 
able, in  addition  to  the  requirement  that  the  rates  in 
themselves  should  be  reasonable.*^  In  one  recent  case, " 
where  the  complainant  contended  that  the  Official  Classifi- 
cation ratings  were  unjust  and  unreasonable,  in  comparison 
with  those  in  the  Southern  and  Western  classifications,  it 
was  held  that  a  comparison  of  the  ratings  in  the  different 
classifications  is  by  no  means  a  guide  to  the  relative  trans- 
portation charges,  unless  the  class  rates  imder  the  several 
classifications  are  also  considered.*^    In  an  earUer  case  it 


**  Advance  in  bicycle  rating  from 
second  to  first  claaq  found  unreason- 
able. Davis  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v. 
P.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  282. 

The  application  of  one  and  one- 
half  first-class  rating  on  bottle-wash- 
ing machines  shipped  from  Lynn, 
Mass.,  to  San  Francisco,  Cal.,  found 


unreasonable.  Western  Traffic  Ass'n 
V.  B.  A  M.  R.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  692. 

*' Rates  from  the  Walsenburg 
Coal  Field,  26  I.  C.  C.  85. 

*^  Business  Men's  Legaue  v.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  9 1.  C.  C.  318. 

•»  Milbum  Wagon  Co.  v.  L.  S.  & 
M.  S.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  93. 
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was  said  that  while  an  alignment  on  a  universal  percentage 
basis  between  the  classes  might  bring  about  more  logical 
and  consistent  adjustment,  the  adjustment  attacked  in 
these  proceedings,  being  the  outgrowth  of  actual  conditions 
and  the  result  of  a  gradual  development,  was  not  unjustly 
discriminatory,  nor  was  it  shown  to  yield  unreasonable 
earnings.**  An  increased  rate  on  raw  material  argues  for 
higher  rate  on  finished  product  to  keep  the  relative  pro- 
portions in  effect.*^  The  general  principle  is  now  well 
established  that  shippers  are  entitled  to  rates  both  rela- 
tively and  inherently  reasonable.*^ 

§  646.  Principles  in  making  commodity  rates. 

In  one  investigation  the  Commission  went  into  the 
relative  rates  upon  different  commodities  to  determine 
whether  they  were  justifiable.  Comparing  these  they 
said:**  ''Dressed  beef  loads  about  22,000  pounds  to  the 
car.  Refrigeration  is  necessary,  and  this  requires  a  car  of 
peculiar  construction  and  of  unusual  weight — about 
36,000  pounds.  The  ice  and  salt  weigh,  approximately, 
5,000  pounds,  making  in  the  aggregate  for  the  entire  load, 
63,000  pounds,  of  which  but  22,000  poimds  are  paying 
■  freight.  At  45  cents  a  himdred  this  would  amount  to 
$99  per  car.  Packing-house  products,  or  provisions,  load 
somewhat  heavier  than  dressed  beef,  on  the  average 
about  30,000  poimds.  This,  upon  a  basis  of  30  cents, 
would  yield  a  revenue  of  $90  per  car.  The  average  loading 
of  gram  cars  upon  standard  lines  at  the  present  time  is 
probably  65,000  pounds.  It  was  said  by  all  witnesses 
inquired  of  that  grain  is  now  loaded  to  the  full  capacity  of 
the  car.    Within  the  last  three  years  railroads  have  added 

"* Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v.  "See    Re    Advances    in    Freight* 

C,  C,  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

504.  Other  conditions  being  equal,  the 

^  Rates  on  Linseed  Oil,  26  I.  C.  C.  rate   per   ton-mile   from   ice   traffic 

205.  ought  not  to  equal  the  average  from 

"Ck>ke  Producers' Ass'nv.  B.&.O.  all  sources.     Mountain  Ice  Co.   v. 

Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  125.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  305. 
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largely  to  their  equipment  of  freight  cars,  and  the  addition 
has  been  almost  entirely  in  cars  of  large  capacity.  The 
traffic  manager  of  the  Michigan  Central  testified  that  the 
cars  upon  his  system  are  from  60,000  to  80,000  pounds 
capacity.  A  grain  load  of  65,000  pounds  would  yield 
$113.75,  as  against  $99  for  dressed  meats  and  $90  for 
provisions.  The  total  weight  of  the  grain  and  car  would 
be  greater  than  either  the  dressed  beef  or  provisions,  but 
testimony  in  previous  cases  showed  that  in  the  operation 
of  these  railways  the  tendency  is  to  regard  the  loaded  car 
as  the  unit;  a  train-load,  consisting  of  a  certain  number  of 
cars  without  much  reference  to  the  loading  of  those  cars."  ^ 

§  647.  Reasonableness  tested  by  comparison. 

Where  the  same  rate  was  given  to  the  class  containing 
finished  cheap  bedroom  sets  of  furniture  and  to  another 
class  containing  unfinished  sets  of  the  same  sort,  which 
were  of  less  value  and  could  be  packed  in  smaller  bulk,  it 
was  held  that  the  failure  to  make  a  distinction  in  rates 
was  unfair;  and  upon  consideration  the  rate  on  the  im- 
finished  class  was  fixed  at  eighty-five  per  cent  of  that  on 
the  finished  furniture.^  Upon  similar  principles  a  classifi- 
cation which  puts  into  different  groups  ''steam  coal," 
which  is  coal  that  can  be  used  only  for  manufacturing 
purposes,  and  soft  or  lump  coal,  which  is  of  higher  value 
and  is  used  for  domestic  purposes,  is  proper.'  Where 
rates  on  a  particular  commodity  bear  a  uniform  relation  to 
rates  of  a  certain  class,  any  inequaUties  in  those  rates,  as 
between  different  places,  are  those  peculiar  to  that  class. 
A  finding,  therefore,  that  rates  on  such  commodities  made 
to  conform  to  a  class  are  relatively  imjust  would  inferen- 

^  Potter  Mfg  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  higher   rates  in   the   same   general 

G.  T.  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Com.  223,  territory.    Bartles  Oil  Co.  v.  C,  M. 

6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  514.  A  St.  P,  Ry,,  17  I.  C.  C.  146, 

The  extensive  application  volun-         *  Potter  M'fg  Co.  v.  C.  &  G.  T. 

tarily  by  other  carriers  than  defend-  Ry.,  5  I.  C.  C.  514. 
ant  of  fourth-^lass  rates  on  oils  is         '  McGrew  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry., 

evidence  of  the  unreasonableness  of  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  630. 
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tially  condemn  the  adjustment  with  respect  of  the  entire 
class,  and  this  is  also  true  of  the  reasonableness  of  the 
rates/  Owing  to  differences  in  bulk  and  weight,  there 
must  of  necessity  be  marked  variations  in  revenue  per  car 
produced  by  articles  in  the  same  and  other  classes,  and  a 
disparity  either  way  is  not  conclusive  of  the  propriety  of 
an  adjustment.^ 

§  648.  Slight  differences  between  sinular  commodities. 

In  one  proceeding^  before  the  Commission  the  complainant 
claimed  that  beans  and  tomatoes  should  go  in  the  same  class, 
and  that  the  defendant  railway,  by  putting  beans  in  the  sec- 
ond class  at  a  rate  of  70  cents  per  hundred,  while  tomatoes 
went  third  class  at  a  rate  of  44  cents  per  hundred,  had 
discriminated  against  the  complainant  as  a  shipper  of 
beans.  The  Commission,  however,  said:  "An  exact 
classification  is  impossible.  Unless  the  number  of  classes 
is  infinitely  increased  there  must  always  be  articles  in 
respect  to  which  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  determine  into 
which  of  two  classes  they  should  fall.  If  the  elements 
which  fix  the  class  are  substantially  the  same  in  case  of 
two  articles,  then  those  articles  should,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
be  classified  alike,  and  to  put  one  in  one  class  and  another 
in  another  class  would  be  a  discrimination  and  a  violation 
of  the  Act,  no  matter  what  the  piu^ose  of  doing  it  might 
be.  It  appears  here  that  beans  and  tomatoes  are  both 
shipped  in  peck  boxes  and  that  the  defendant's  agent  at 
Verona  was  accustomed  to  receive  and  bill  the  same 
number  of  boxes  for  one  himdred  pounds  whether  of  beans 
or  of  tomatoes,  so  that  the  complainant,  as  a  shipper  of 

^Acme  Cement  Plaster  Co.  v.  L.  the  burlaps,  but  there  is  no  theory 

S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  30.  upon  which  the  carriers  could  justly 

'Kiser  Co.  v.  C.  of  G.  Ry.,  17  establish  this  and  Commission  ap- 

I.  C.  C.  430.  proved    a   rate   upon    burlap    bag3 

*  Rea  V.  Mobile  &.  O.  Ry.,  7 1.  C.  C.  twice  as  great  as  that  upon  the  raw 

Rep.  43.  product.    Kent  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  A 

The  rate  on  burlap  bags  ought  H.  R.  R.  R.,  15 1.  C.  C.  349. 
to  be  somewhat  higher  than  upon 
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beans^  was  obliged  to  pay  70  cents  for  transporting  eight 
boxes  of  his  commodity  to  East  St.  Louis  while  the  shipper 
of  tomatoes  was  only  obliged  to  pay  44  cents  for  trans- 
porting eight  boxes  of  his  commodity^  the  nominal  weight 
being  the  same  and  the  value  about  the  same.  If  this  were 
all  there  was  of  the  testimony  we  might  hold  that  beans 
ought  to  be  rated  third  class  with  tomatoes,  but  the 
defendant's  testimony  tends  to  show  that  beans  are  more 
perishable,  and  it  appears,  in  part  from  the  complainant's 
testimony  as  well  as  that  of  the  defendant,  that  tomatoes 
are  in  fact  heavier  than  beans."  ^ 

§  549.  Discrimination  between  commodities  forbidden. 

In  determining  whether  there  is  a  discrimination  be- 
tween differing  but  similar  articles,  all  the  factors  which 
go  to  effect  a  reasonable  rate  are  to  be  considered,  such  as 
character  and  quaUty  of  the  commodity,  cost  of  produc- 
tion, extent  and  nature  of  the  competition  in  the  business 
itself  and  by  other  transportation  lines,  and  the  interests 
of  the  public  in  the  use  of  the  commodity,  and  its  market 
cost.®  The  commodities  must  be  similar  in  order  to  claim 
equality  of  treatment;  live  stock  and  their  products  are 
entitled  to  such  treatment.®  But  not  fresh  meat  and  fresh 
fruit. *^  A  lower  export  rate  may  sometimes  be  justified, 
but  the  difference  must  be  a  reasonable  one;  and  it  would 
not  be  proper  to  make  a  permanent  difference.*^  In  one 
important  proceeding  it  was  remarked  that  the  relation 
of  import  rates  as  between  New  York  and  Boston  should 


'See  also  Harvard  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania Co.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  257, 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  212. 

There  should  be  a  definite  rela- 
tion between  live  hogs  and  products 
thereof  based  upon  transportation 
conditions.  Sinclair  &  Co.  v.  C,  M. 
&  St,  P.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  490. 

*  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Httsburgh 
&  L.  E.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 


436,  2  I.  C.  C.  618;  F.  Schumacher 
MiUing  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  373,  6  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  61. 

*  Chicago  L.  S.  Exch.  v.  Chicago 
G.  W.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  428. 

w  Miner  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  & 
H.  R.  R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  422. 

**  Re  Export  and  Domestic  Rates 
on  Grain,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  214. 
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apply  to  both  class  and  commodity  rates.  ^^  As  in  the  mak- 
ing of  distance  rates  so  in  the  making  of  commodity  rates 
it  is  often  urged  that  commercial  equalization  should  be 
in  the  mind  of  the  rate  maker.  But  although  such  a  policy 
may  be  employed  to  a  certain  extent  here  as  elsewhere,  it 
is  also  true  that  the  rate  maker  may  ignore  it.  And  the 
principle  to  be  deduced  from  all  the  cases  which  have  just 
been  discussed  is  plainly  that  the  differences  in  rates  be- 
tween the  classes  in  a  classification  should  not  be  dispropor- 
tionate, and  of  this  the  rate  maker  should  never  lose  s^ht. 

§  560.  Difference  between  values  justifies  different  classi- 
fication. 

Where  two  similar  articles  are  compared,  a  difference  in 
classification  may  be  justified  merely  because  of  a  difference 
in  value.  Thus  where  a  complaint  was  made  because  other 
cereal  products  were  given  a  higher  classification  than 
flour,  the  Commission  said:  "The  question  presented  by 
complainant  is,  whether  the  other  cereal  products  exceed- 
ing flour  in  value,  the  highest  68.2  per  cent,  the  lowest 
9.1  per  cent,  and  giving  an  average  excess  in  value  of  33.4 
per  cent,  should  take  the  same  classification,  and  there- 
Tore  the  same  rate,  as  flour,  values  alone  being  considered?  ^' 
It  is  a  conceded  rule  of  classification  that  value,  on  ac- 
count of  enhanced  risk  and  ability  to  pay  a  greater  propor- 
tion of  the  aggregate  return  upon  investment,  may  justify 
a  higher  classification,  and  in  view  of  this  rule  the  difference 
in  values  here  shown  is  suflSciently  great  to  justify  the 
conclusion  that  the  comparison  as  to  value  alone  furnishes 
no  sufficient  reason  for  a  classification  with  flour."  And 
upon  the  same  principle,  when  it  was  claimed  that  a  dif- 
ferent classification  on  milk  and  cream,  carried  in  the  same 
sized  can,  could  not  be  reasonable,  the  Commission  pointed 
out  that  the  element  of  value  in  the  commodity  transported 

"  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  "  McDiU,    Com.,   in   Schumacher 

York  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  Milling  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
24  I.  C.  C.  674,  677.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  61. 

[476] 


Classification  of  Commodities 


[§551 


forms  a  proper  consideration  to  be  taken  into  the  account 
in  the  establishment  of  a  rate^  and  justified  the  difference 
because  of  the  great  difference  in  value  between  milk  and 
cream.** 

§  561.  Relative  differences  between  ratings. 

The  Commission  has  feared  that  to  apply  the  same 
percentage  relation  in  class  rates  in  every  part  of  the  coun- 
try would  create  confusion  and  discrimination^  instead  of 
securing  uniformity  and  equal  treatment.  ^^  It  will  be 
obvious,  however,  that  there  are  certain  principles  to  be 
observed,  such  as  that  in  framing  any  schedules  of  rates 
normally  any-quantity  rates  should  be  higher  than  carload 
and  lower  than  L.  C.  L.  rates  would  be.^'  A  commodity 
rate  higher  than  the  class  rate  is  not  of  itself  unlawful ;  '^ 
but  ordinarily  whatever  relation  is  established  for  class 
rates  would  apply  in  case  of  commodity  rates.  ^^  Although 
a  very  considerable  spread  is  allowed,  the  difference  in 
rate  between  carload  L.  C.  L.  should  not  be  too  wide.** 
And  the  less-than-carload  rate  should  bear  a  reasonable 
and  proper  relation  to  the  carload  rate.^  Very  often  the 
facts  do  not  warrant  fixing  of  carload  rates  solely  on  the  basis 
of  given  percentages  of  L.  C.  L.  rate."  Indeed,  because 
of  the  long-continued  practice  of  the  carriers  to  which  the 
commerce  of  the  country  had  adjusted  itself,  the  Commis- 
sion early  in  its  history  accepted  as  valid  and  justified  a 
carload  rate  that  was  less  proportionately  than  a  rate  on 
a  less-than-carload  shipment  of  the  same  commodity.^* 
In  establishing  a  proper  relation  between  the  carload  and 


"HoweU  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Ck)m.  Rep.  162, 
2  L  C.  C.  Rep.  272. 

>*Iowa  State  Board  of  R.  R. 
Gom'rs  v,  A.  E.  R.  R.,  28 1.  C.  C.  663. 

"  Mutual  Rice  Trade  A  Develop- 
ment Ass'n  V.  I.  &  G.  N.  R.  R.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  219. 

"  Wheeling  Corrugating  Co.  v. 
B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  18 1.  C.  C.  126. 


^'lowa  State  Board  of  R.  R. 
Com'rs  V.  A.  E.  R.  R.,  28 1.  C.  C.  103. 

^*  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co. 
V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  So.,  18 1,  C.  C.  1. 

"'Hood  &  Sons  v.  Del.  &  Hud. 
Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  16. 

^^  In  re  Advances  on  Milk,  23 
I.  C.  C.  R.  600. 

"Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  O.  S. 
L.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  324. 
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less-than-carload  ratings  consideration  should  be  given 
the  demands  upon  the  terminal  properties.^'  Apparently 
it  may  be  provided  that  no  sin^e  shipment  or  small  lot 
of  freight  of  one  class  will  be  taken  at  less  than  a  minimum 
of  one  hundred  pounds.  ^^  Different  articles  require  such 
different  care  in  carriage  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  fix  a 
single  rate  that  should  apply  to  all  articles  carried.  ^^  It  is 
necessary  in  order  to  distribute  fairly  among  the  shippers 
the  burden  of  the  entire  schedule  of  rates  to  graduate  the 
charge  according  to  the  natiue  of  the  article  carried.^ 


*' Western  ClassificatioD  Cafle,  25 
I.  C.  C.  442. 

«<  Kleibacker  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co., 
22  I.  C.  C.  420. 

**  The  GommiBBion  may  not  order 
in  a  system  of  rates  which  is  unjustly 
apportioned.  Lehigh  Valley  Ry.  v. 
United  States,  204  Fed.  986. 

Nature  of  the  commodities  classi- 
fied respectively  considered  in  de- 
termining reasonableness  of  rates. 
Meridian  Fertilizer  Factory  v.  T.  6l 
P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  351. 


*  The  Commission,  subject  to  re- 
view by  the  courts  only  if  it  has 
acted  with  outrageous  disregard  for 
the  conditions  with  which  it  is  deal- 
ing, may  order  the  differential  to 
be  observed  between  C.  L.  and  L. 
C.  L.  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v. 
United  States,  204  Fed.  647. 

Percentage  adjustment  between 
C.  F.  A.  and  East  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
turbed. Schmidt  &  Sons  v.  M.  C. 
R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  684. 
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581.  General  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-mile. 

582.  Equal  mileage  rates  impractical. 

583.  Rates  in  rough  proportion  to  distance  normally. 

584.  Construction  of  distance  rates. 

585.  Bases  of  rate  structure. 

586.  Different  cost  of  haulage. 

587.  Divisions  built  through  a  difiScult  territory. 

588.  Factors  modifying  distance  rates. 

589.  Comparison  of  through  rates  and  local  rates. 

590.  Carriage  in  oppoate  directions. 

591.  Passenger  fares  generally  on  mileage  bans. 
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Topic  D.  Grouping  Stations  and  Basing  Potnte 

i  592.  The  system  of  grouping. 

593.  Distances  considered  in  grouping. 

594.  Grouping  must  be  reasonable. 

595.  Testing  reasonableness  of  grouping. 

596.  Uniform  rate  to  a  group  of  stations. 

597.  Commutation  rates  for  suburban  passengers. 

598.  How  basing  points  are  established. 

599.  Whether  baong  points  justified. 

600.  Determination  of  base  rate. 

601.  Extent  of  power  over  grouping. 

602.  Creation  of  a  market  by  preferential  rates. 

603.  Equalising  manufactures  in  different  localities. 


§  660.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  Commission  had  originally  little  power  over  the 
details  of  rate  making,  but  by  the  1910  Am^idment  the 
bases  upon  which  tariffs  are  made  seem  to  be  pretty  miich 
in  its  hands.  The  provisions  of  section  6,  requiring  the 
publishing  of  schedules,  and  insisting  upon  adherence 
thereto  as  the  only  proper  rate  to  be  charged,  are  old;  but  to 
the  requirement  that  on  request  the  officials  must  themselves 
decipher  their  schedules,  and  quote  a  correct  rate  under 
penalty  for  failure,  is  new.  And  section  16  now  provided 
in  detail  that  the  Conmiission  shall  have  the  power  to 
make  orders,  with  reference  to  rates,  tariffs,  r^ulations, 
or  practices  which  are  or  may  be  made  or  prescribed,  and 
just  and  reasonable  regulations  and  practices  affecting 
rates,  or  tariffs,  the  issuance,  form,  and  substance  of  tickets, 
receipts,  and  bills  of  lading,  the  manner  and  method  of 
presenting,  marking,  packing,  and  delivering  property  for 
transportation,  the  facilities  for  transportation,  the  carry- 
ing of  personal,  sample,  and  access  baggage,  and  all  other 
matters  relating  to  or  connected  with  the  receiving,  han- 
dling, transporting,  storing,  and  delivery  of  property  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  which  may  be  necessary 
or  proper  to  secure  the  safe  and  prompt  receipt,  handling, 
transportation,  and  deUvery  of  property  subject  to  its  pro- 
visions. The  extent  to  which  in  making  rates  the  relations 
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of  distances  must  be  observed  is  more  fully  discussed  in 
Chapter  XVI  than  here. 

§  561.  Fixing  the  particular  rate. 

There  are  certain  details  relating  to  the  fixing  of  a  rate 
which  must  be  considered.  Rate  making  has  become 
enough  of  a  science  to  have  its  own  technique.  The  sepa- 
rate rate  is  the  definite  charge  fixed  by  the  person  con- 
ducting a  public  employment  as  the  price  re^rularly  de- 
manded for  performing  the  service  asked.  So  many  kinds 
of  service  are  asked  by  so  many  people,  that  it  would  be 
inconvenient  to  conduct  the  business  without  some  estab- 
lished schedule  of  rates.  It  would,  indeed,  be  a  practical 
impossibility  to  fix  a  separate  rate  for  each  service  by  itself. 
Thus  a  classified  schedule  of  regular  charges  is  the  usual 
characteristic  of  a  public  business.  Indeed  by  modem 
legislation  such  rate  schedules  are  made  obligatory,  to 
make  sure  that  all  may  know  the  rate  in  advance,  and  to 
make  certain  that  all  shall  be  charged  the  same  rate.  Va- 
rious methods  of  charging,  it  will  be  seen,  may  be  adopted 
in  framing  such  schedules,  so  long  as  the  rate  imposed 
may  be  known  with  certainty.  And  this  end  is  furthered 
by  basing  rates  upon  some  unit  of  service.  This  is  indeed 
the  most  salient  characteristic  of  a  rate,  considered  ab- 
stractly, that  it  is  an  entirety — ^the  single  charge  for  the 
whole  service  which  is  performed. 

Topic  A.    The  Unit  of  Charge 

§  662.  CharacteristiGS  of  a  rate. 

It  is  natural  in  public  calling  in  the  generality  of  cases 
that  things  are  done  by  rule.  The  very  character  of  the 
business  usually  dictates  this  policy.  Public  businesses 
are  conunonly  carried  on  upon  a  large  scale;  and  action 
according  to  rules  fixed  in  advance  is  always  found  necessary 
for  the  proper  conduct  of  any  great  business.  This  applies 
to  charging  compensation  as  much  as  it  applies  to  any  other 
thing  done  in  carrying  on  the  business.  It  is  therefore 
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plainly  consistent  with  public  duty  for  those  who  manage 
a  public  service  to  establish  a  schedule  of  rates  as  the  basis 
of  charges.^  A  rate  thus  fixed  is  a  regulation,  and  has  the 
legal  characteristics  pertaining  to  a  regulation  made  by  a 
public  service  company  to  govern  the  dealings  between 
itself  and  the  public.  Thus  a  schedule  of  rates  once  duly 
established  will  be  presiuned  to  be  reasonable  unless  the 
contrary  is  shown.  It  wiU  be  recognized  that  some  minor 
inequalities  are  unavoidable  in  the  application  of  all  sched- 
ules. It  will  be  considered  proper  to  publish  these  rates 
so  that  a  person  dealing  with  the  public  company  may 
know  with  some  certainty  how  much  he  will  be  charged.  ** 
And  it  will  be  held  bad  practice  to  change  established  rates 
without  giving  notice.  All  these  are  generally  true  of  other 
regulations,  and  it  is  submitted  that  they  ought  to  be 
held  as  to  rates. 

§  663.  Established  unit  prima  facie  reasonable. 

Where  the  carriers  establish  a  classification  and  con- 
tinue it  in  operation  for  a  considerable  time,  it  may  fairly 
be  inferred  that  the  classification  is  a  reasonable  one,  and 
it  will  be  so  presumed ;  and  the  burden  of  showing  the  charge 
unreasonable  is  on  the  party,  whether  carrier  or  shipper, 
who  proposes  a  change.  "The  continuance  of  a  given  rate 
is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  reasonableness  of  that 
rate;  but  when  a  railway  company  advances  a  rate  which 
has  been  for  some  time  in  force,  the  fact  of  its  continuance 
is  in  the  nature  of  an  admission  against  that  company  which 
tends  to  show  the  unreasonableness  of  the  advance."  ^ 
Where,  however,  a  classification  is  adopted  and  maintained 
under  an  order  of  the  Commission  no  such  presumption 
can  be  made,  even  though  the  Commission  has  no  power 
to  enforce  its  order,  since  the  carrier  does  in  fact  obey  the 

^  See  Alan  Wood  I.  <fe  S.  Co.  v.  «  Re  Charges  on  Food  Products,  4 

Pa.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  27.  I.  C.  C.  48. 

**  See  Western  Claflsification  Case, 
25  I.  C.  C.  442. 
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order,  and  does  not  act  voluntarily  and  upon  its  own  judg- 
ment. '^The  carriers  classified  soap  in  carloads  as  fifth- 
class  freight  originally,  and  only  changed  it  to  sixth  class 
in  compliance  with  our  order  in  1891.  However  limited 
the  compulsory  effect  of  an  order  by  the  Commission  may 
be  in  the  present  state  of  the  law,  compliance  with  its  re- 
quirements cannot  be  regarded  as  voluntary  action  by  the 
carriers.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  carriers  would 
have  changed  soap  in  carloads  to  sixth  class  in  1891  or  later 
if  no  order  requiring  that  to  be  done  had  been  issued.'*  " 

§  664.  Classification  sheet  not  varied  by  representation. 

The  classification  sheet,  as  has  been  seen,  becomes  bind- 
ing from  the  moment  of  publication;  and  it  cannot  be 
varied  by  any  private  bargain  or  by  any  representation 
made  to  a  particular  shipper.'^  '^It  will  be  convenient, 
before  taking  up  the  official  classifications  for  examination, 
to  consider  the  complainant's  claim  that  he  was  induced 
to  locate  at  Ashtabula  by  the  assurances  of  defendant's 
agents  that  his  goods  would  be  taken  as  sixth  class.  Some 
importance  is  attached  to  these  assurances  as  establishing 
equities  in  his  favor.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended 
by  the  defense  that  complainant  was  understood  in  the 
correspondence  to  be  asking  for  rates  upon  blocks  as  they 
are  when  first  cut  from  the  log  and  with  the  bark  oh,  and 
that  it  was  with  reference  to  such  blocks  that  rates  were 
given  him.  We  do  not  however  consider  this  very  material. 
The  official  classification  must  have  the  same  construction 
in  favor  of  all  other  persons  as  is  given  in  favor  of  complain- 
ant ;  no  assurances  to  him,  however  honestly  made  or  honestly 
relied  upon,  can  entitle  him  to  special  rates.  He  could  not 
have  special  rates  under  an  express  promise,  and  quite  as 
plainly  he  cannot  have  them  because  of  any  conduct  of 
defendant's  agents  such  as  was  shown  in  proof.    The  law 

"  Holmes  v.  Southern  Ry.,  8  I.      v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  8.  R.  R.,  2  Int. 
C.  C.  Rep.  661.  Com.   Rep.   81,    2    I.    C.   C.   Rep. 

*'Cooley,   Chairman,   in   Hurlbut      122. 
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requires  uniformity  and  impartiality  in  the  dealings  of  a 
carrier  with  all  its  customers."  ^* 


§  566.  Methods  of  charging  in  rate  making. 

It  is  for  the  management  of  the  railroad  to  decide  the 
basis  upon  which  the  rate  shall  be  made  up.  More  than 
this,  it  will  commonly  be  not  imreasonable  to  employ  differ- 
ent methods  in  arriving  at  the  proper  rate  in  different 
cases;  and  if  these  differing  methods  are  respectively  used 
in  appropriate  treatment  of  varying  subject-matter,  it  is 
plain  that  this  is  not  only  consistent  with  public  duty, 
but  cases  can  even  be  imagined  where  not  to  do  so  would 
be  inconsistent  with  public  duty.  It  is,  for  example, 
plainly  justifiable  for  a  railroad  in  making  its  freight  rates 
to  charge  for  coal  by  the  ton,  but  for  paper  boxes  by  the 
cubic  yard.  "The  space  required  is  rightly  taken  into 
account  in  the  adjustment  of  freight  charges,  when  the 
bulk  is  so  considerable  in  comparison  with  weight  as  to 
occupy  space  which  if  taken  up  by  heavier  freight  would 
yield  larger  receipts."  '^  What  has  just  been  said  is  of 
course  subject  to  the  limitation  that  there  must  be  no 
illegal  discrimination  of  any  sort  by  charging  some  by 
one  measure  and  others  by  another.  But  where  the  rail- 
way company  fixed  rates  for  packages  containing  a  cer- 
tain number  of  pounds,  it  was  held  that  baskets  of  fish, 
of  a  size  required  by  the  business,  should  be  rated  by  the 
pound  and  not  by  the  size  of  packages  as  contained  in  the 
published  rates  of  the  railway  company." 


•*See  Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  v. 
C,  H.  &  D.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  440. 
,    '*  Ck>ininis8ioner  Morrison  in  James 
V.  East  Tenn.  V.  &  G.  R.  R.,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  609,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  225. 

The  Commisfflon  has  recognized 
the  right  of  carriers,  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  movement  of  business, 
to  fix  an  estimate  weight  upon  cer- 
tain standard  packages  upon  which 
a   rate    is   based.      This    estimated 
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weight  is  taken  into  consideration 
in  the  making  of  the  rate  itself,  and 
of  such  estimated  weights  shippers 
have  the  right  to  complain  before 
this  Commission  and  secure  relief. 
White  A  Co.  v.  B.  A  O.  8.  W.  R.  R., 
12  I.  C.  C.  306. 

'«Woodger  v.  Great  Western  R. 
Co.,  2  Nev.  &  Mac.  102,  s.  c,  L.  R. 
2  C.  P.  318. 

Certain  conditions  govern  claflBi- 
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§  666.  A  miniiniiTn  rate  is  justifiable. 

A  minJTniiTn  rate  is  an  excellent  illustration  of  another 
characteristic  of  the  rate  considered  as  a  regulation  es- 
tablishing a  unit.  Such  a  rate  may  be  supported,  although 
it  operates  in  some  cases  somewhat  differently  than  it  does 
in  others;  for  this  is  the  normal  operation  of  a  regulation. 
It  may  therefore  be  true  that  some  applicants  are  paying 
for  a  httle  more  than  others  upon  a  pro  rata  basis,  and  the 
objection  of  discrimination  cannot  be  taken.  This  matter 
of  the  minimum  charge  was  thoroughly  canvassed  in 
one  of  the  earlier  cases  before  the  Commission,*^  where 
plaintiff,  a  shipper  of  chewing  gum,  objected  to  the  de- 
fendants' rule  providing  that  the  minimum  charge  upon 
any  single  shipment  of  freight  should  be  for  one  hundred 
pounds  at  the  rate  applying  to  the  article.  The  Commis- 
sion said  squarely:  ''It  is  reasonable  and  proper  that  car- 
riers should  fix  a  minimum  weight  and  charge  for  the 
transportation  of  less  than  carload  shipments.  This  is 
justified  by  the  necessary  expense  and  trouble  attending 
the  carriage  of  such  shipments,  large  or  small,  which, 
aside  from  the  actual  manual  labor  involved,  are  prac- 
tically the  same  irrespective  of  the  weight  or  bulk  of  the 
package.  Therefore,  the  only  question  presented  for  de- 
termination is  whether  or  not  the  rule  in  force  is  reason- 
able, and  not  imjustly  discriminative  in  its  application. 
The  amount  of  clerical  work  required  in  the  shipment, 
transfer  to  connecting  carriers  and  delivery  of  a  ship- 
ment, the  records  of  the  same  necessary  to  be  kept,  the 
division  of  the  freight  charges  among  the  carriers  partici- 
pating in  the  transportation  of  this  traffic,  is  shown  to  be 

fication  of  freight  including  weight  Rule  that  the  minimum   charge 

per  cubic  foot,  value  per  cubic  foot,  for  a  single  shipment  of  less-than- 

risk  of  breakage  and  volume  of  traffic,  carload  freight  will  be  100  pounds  of 

Yawman  &  Erbe  Mfg.  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  the  class  or  commodity  to  which 

S.  F.  Ry.,  15  I.  G.  C.  260.  the  article  belongs  has  several  times 

'*Wric^ey  v.  Cleveland,  C,  C.  A  been  approved.    Western  Classifica- 

St.  L.  Ry.  et.  al.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  tion  Case,  25  I.  C.  C.  442. 
412. 
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considerable,  and  justifies  a  higher  charge  proportionally 
than  for  large  shipments.  Such  higher  charge  is  also  justi- 
fied by  the  limited  car  capacity  of  package  freight  as 
compared  with  carloads  of  other  freight.  Illustrative 
of  the  minimum  revenue  per  carload,  one  witness  testified 
to  an  instance  of  the  carriage  of  a  car  of  package  freight 
aggregating  1520  poimds,  for  which  the  revenue  on  the 
50  pounds  minimum  basis  was  only  $4.36."  *• 


§  667.  Basis  of  minimum  weights  refund. 

There  may  be  cases,  plainly  enough,  where  the  pro- 
tection of  the  carrier  may  require  that  the  shipper  shall 
pay  in  the  first  instance  upon  a  fixed  minimum  weight. 
In  one  complaint  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission '^  it  was  shown  that  the  defendant  railway  had 
established  minimum  weights  on  cotton  of  535  pounds 
per  bale  on  shipments  without  certified  weight,  and  that 
the  defendant  insisted  upon  payment  of  the  freight  charges 
specified  in  its  expense  bills  when  represented  to  the  con- 
signee, leaving  the  amount  of  any  excess  collected  to  be 
afterwards  determined  and  refunded  upon  the  filing  by  the 
consignee  of  the  claim  for  overcharge.  On  that  point  the 
Commission  said:  ''We  do  not  think  that  a  plan  of  billing 
cotton  at  a  proper  estimated  weight  per  bale  should  be 
deemed  unlawful  when  actual  weights  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained without  great  inconvenience  to  the  shipper  or  car- 
rier, and  when  charges  are  promptly  adjusted  by  the  carrier 
upon  the  basis  of  actual  weights  furnished  by  the  consignee.  ** 


»  See  Kibler  v.  Southern  Ry.,  64 
S.  C.  242,  40  S.  E.  556. 

For  the  transportation  of  locomo- 
tives and  tenders,  charges  should 
be  assessed  on  a  basis  of  a  minimum 
total  haul  of  75  miles.  In  re  Advance 
in  Rates  on  Locomotives  and  Ten- 
ders, 21  I.  C.  C.  252. 

^  Phelps  &  Co.  V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry., 
6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  36. 

An  estimated  weight  should  bear 
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some  close  relation  to  the  actual 
wdght.  Where  the  estimate  is  about 
one-third  more  than  the  actual 
weight,  it  is  manifest  that  there  is 
something  radically  wrong  with  the 
estimated  weight.  Crutohfidd  &  W. 
V.  F,  E.  C.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  274. 

"See  SufFem,  Hunt  &  Co.  v, 
Indiana,  D.  &  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  255. 

Inaccuracies    in    wdghing    result 
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§  568.  Charge  for  excess  over  miniiniiiii. 

It  would  seem  obvious  that  where  a  miniTnuTn  is  fixed 
it  is  not  also  a  maximum;  for  it  seems  plain  the  company 
may  make  a  minimum  charge  and  at  the  same  time  require 
payment  for  any  excess.  Prima  fade  the  system  of  charg- 
ing by  weight  is  more  just  than  any  other.  It  is  the  only 
system  whereby  the  charge  is  made  proportionate  to  the 
service  rendered.  Still  the  point  was  raised  in  one  pro- 
ceeding before  the  Commission,^*  the  facts  being  that  a 
practice  had  existed  on  the  part  of  certain  carriers  of  Uve 
cattle  to  make  a  carload  rate  irrespective  of  weight, 
leaving  the  shipper  to  load  into  the  car  as  many  cattle 
as  he  pleased  and  was  able  to  put  into  it.  The  carriers 
substituted  for  this  practice  the  rule  that  while  naming 
a  carlot  rate  they  prescribed  a  minimum  weight  for  a 
carload  and  then  charged  by  the  hundred  pounds  in  pro- 
portion to  the  carlot  rate  for  any  excess  over  the  mini- 
mum. This  change  was  objected  to  by  certain  shippers, 
but  the  Commission  held  that  the  new  rule  was  more  just 
and  reasonable  than  the  practice  it  supplanted.  The 
course  of  its  reasoning  may  be  seen  in  the  following  ex- 
tracts: ''We  are  pointed  to  no  such  reasons  in  this  case. 
The  charge  by  the  100  pounds  is  not  only  prima  fade 
most  just,  but  it  is  in  accord  with  the  general  practice  of 
the  carriers  in  making  rate  sheets  for  other  commodities. 
The  general  rule  is  to  charge  by  weight  where  weight  can 
be  a  proper  measure,  and  when  a  carlot  rate  is  prescribed, 
to  fix  a  minimum  for  the  load  to  be  taken  as  the  carlot 
and  to  charge  by  the  100  pounds  for  any  excess,  just 
as  is  now  done  in  respect  to  cattle  by  this  carrier.  The 
cases  must  be  very  few  in  which  it  would  be  deemed 

in   the  impoBition  of  unreasonable  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  599,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

charges   and   in   discrimination  be-  241. 

tween  shippers  just  as  really  as  do  Increase  in  minimum  weight  held 

differences  in  the  freight  rate  itself,  not  to  be  an  advance  in  the  rate. 

In  re  Wdghing  of  Freight  by  Carriers,  In  re  Transportation  of  Wool,  Hides, 

28  I.  C.  C.  7.  and  Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  161. 


**  Leonard  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R., 
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reasonable  or  admissible  to  allow  the  shipper  of  general 
merchandise  to  load  up  a  car  at  discretion,  without  the 
quantity  being  taken  into  account  in  determining  the 
carrier's   charges."  ^ 

§  569.  All  factors  enter  into  a  particular  rate. 

A  particular  rate  thus  is  a  resultant  of  many  factors. 
While  there  are  certain  economic  forces  which  must  be 
recognized  as  plajring  a  legitimate  part  in  the  establish- 
ment of  a  particular  rate,  it  is  the  office  of  the  law  to 
interfere  to  prevent  the  working  out  of  these  forces  in  an 
oppressive  way.  For  experience  has  shown  that  the 
regulation  of  rates  cannot  be  safely  left  to  natural  proc- 
esses, but  the  law  must  often  be  called  upon  to  prevent 
the  distribution  of  the  burden  of  rates  in  a  disproportion- 
ate manner.  But  in  a  conservative  ha.nHling  of  the  rate 
problem,  these  economic  conditions  are  taken  into  ac- 
count  and  allowed  some  scope.  Thus  in  one  proceeding 
in  passing  upon  rates  upon  com,  the  Commission  said  ^^ 
that  while  rates  on  a  particular  commodity  should  not  be 
so  low  as  to  put  a  burden  on  other  traffic  it  felt  that  there 
was  no  better  rule  applicable  to  the  matter  under  investi- 
gation than  that  applied  by  railroads  themselves,  in  ac- 
cordance with  which  rates  are  so  adjusted  as  to  secure 
the  largest  interchange  of  commodities.  This  rule  is 
approved  by  its  frequent  application  in  the  movement  of 
western  grain  through  the  voluntary  action  of  the  roads, 
on  putting  in  force  such  a  rate  as  to  warrant  its  move- 
ment if  such  a  rate  is  fairly  remunerative.  As  the  Com- 
mission has  pointed  out,  classification  is  not  an  exact 
science,  nor  may  the  rating  accorded  a  particular  article 
be  determined  alone  by  the  yardstick,  the  scales  and  the 

*  Per  Cooley,   Commiflsioner,    in  of  4,000,  held,  in  this  case,  to  be  im- 

LeoDaid  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.R.ydupra.  reasonable.     Wright  &  Co.  v.  V.  R. 

The  application  of  higher  aggre-  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  214. 

gate  charges  upon  a  shipment  of  *^  Re  Rates  upon  Food  Products, 

3,200  pounds  than  upon  a  shipment  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  93. 
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dollar.  The  volume  and  desirabUity  of  the  traffic,  the 
hazard  of  carriage,  and  the  possibility  or  probability  of 
misrepresentation  of  the  article  are  considerations  of  prime 
importance  in  classification.  At  best  it  is  but  a  grouping, 
and  when  the  approximation  resulting  from  it  is  not  found 
to  cause  the  exaction  of  an  unreasonable  or  a  discrimina- 
tory charge  it  will  not  be  disturbed.** 

Tojyic  B.    Additional  Charges  for  Special  Service 

§  570.  General  principles  as  to  additional  charges. 

The  entire  service  of  the  carrier  in  connection  with  a 
single  shipment  being  conceived  of  as  a  unit,  it  should 
follow  that  only  one  charge  may  be  made,  covering  the 
entire  unit  of  service.  Ordinarily  this  is  true.*'  The  rail- 
road company  cannot  make  a  variety  of  different  charges 
for  the  facilities  it  uses  and  the  servants  it  employs;  for 
instance,  it  would  be  absurd  for  it  to  make  a  block  signal 
charge  or  an  engineer  charge.  It  would  seem  to  be  the 
duty  of  the  railroad  to  equip  itself  fully  for  the  service 
it  undertakes,  and  then  to  make  a  single  rate  to  the  ship- 
per who  wishes  the  transportation  of  certain  goods  to  a 
certain  place.  This  ought  to  hold  true  of  all  usual  services 
which  the  carrier  must  render  the  shipper  in  the  line  of 
its  duty;  but  as  to  services  outside  its  obligation  to  the 
shipper  it  may  render  a  separate  bill  if  it  pleases.  More 
than  this,  there  are,  it  must  be  admitted,  certain  extraor- 
dinary services  in  special  kinds  of  shipments  which  are 
not  required  by  shippers  generally,  and  for  which,  it  seems, 
it  is  more  convenient,  if  indeed  not  more  just,  to  make  a 
separate  charge.** 


"Forest  City  Freight  Bureau  v. 
A.  A.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  205. 

**  In  Interstate  Commerce  Comm. 
V.  Stickney,  215  U.  S.  98,  54  L.  ed. 
501,  30  Sup.  Ct.  66,  it  was  held  a 
carrier  may  charge  and  recdve  com- 
pensation for  service  that  it  may 
render,  or  procure  to  be  rendered, 


off  its  own  line,  or  outside  of  the  mere 
transportation. 

^  It  was  held  in  the  319H  Tons 
of  Coal,  14  Blatch.  453,  that  a  rail- 
road could  not  justify  charging  a 
shipper  for  shoveling  at  a  coal  tipple 
more  than  the  current  rate  for  such 
service. 
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§  671.  Propriety  of  making  extra  charges. 

While  m  the  United  States  ordinarily  the  single  rate 
includes  all  charges,  upon  the  European  continent  freight 
rates  do  not  appear  to  be  made  in  this  way.  There  is, 
first  of  all,  a  terminal  charge,  which  applies  to  all  traffic, 
to  which  a  charge  for  movement  is  added.**  In  England 
at  the  present  time  a  shipper  may  require  the  railroad 
company  to  segregate  the  rate,  determining  what  part  of 
it  is  fairly  a  terminal  charge,  and  if  he  does  not  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  termmal  facilities,  he  may  demand  under 
some  circumstances  a  reduction  in  the  rate  to  that  amount; 
but,  with  us,  the  rate  ordinarily  includes  the  cost  of  de- 
livery. It  would  seem  to  follow  that  extra  charges  should 
not  generally  be  made  by  the  carrier  for  the  use  of  its 
facilities  in  delivering  his  property  to  the  consignee;  but 
this  is  not  altogether  agreed.** 

§  672.  Freight  should  cover  the  entire  transportation. 

By  the  general  principle  governing  this  matter  also,  the 
freight  rate  should  cover  the  entire  carriage,  taking  the 
goods  up,  transporting  them  to  their  destination  and  set- 
ting them  down.  The  general  considerations  which  seem 
to  dictate  this  fundamental  rule  are  well  set  forth  in  the 
following  quotation:*^  ^'The  freight  demanded  covers  the 
entire  service  of  the  carrier  from  depot  to  depot.  It  is  in 
law  the  compensation,  not  only  for  the  actual  carriage, 
but  also  for  the  facilities  furnished  for  loading  and  un- 
loading. The  service  is  a  single  one,  and  the  compensation 
is  likewise  single.  The  law  will  not  permit  the  charge  for 
such  single  service  to  be  divided.  A  carrier  cannot  make 
up  its  bill  of  charges  in  items, — one  for  loading,  one  for 
carriage,  one  for  personal  service  of  attendants,  one  for 
delivery,  etc.    The  freight  is  not  an  aggregate  of  separate 

**  See  North  Staffordshire  Ry.  CJo.  Counties  R.  Ck).,  2  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  509. 

V.  Salt  Union,  Ltd.,  10  R.  &  C.  T.  «  Grosscup,    J.,    in    Union   Trust 

Cas.  161.  Ck).  V.  Atchison,  T,  &  S.  F.  R.  R., 

^  See    also    Beadell    v.    Eastern  64  Fed.  992. 
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charges,  but  a  single  charge.  This  policy  of  the  law  is  not 
because  a  particular  shipper  might  not  deal  with  the  car- 
rier as  intelligently  in  the  case  of  one  method  as  in  the 
other,  but  because  the  public  is  not  so  likely  to  deal  in- 
telligently with  a  series  of  items  as  with  a  single  freight 
rate.  The  shipper  may  be  intelligent  or  unintelligent, 
ignorant  or  educated,  accustomed  to  business,  or  inexperi- 
enced in  such  afifairs,  deliberate  and  careful,  or  hasty  and 
uninquiring.  The  service  of  the  carrier  is  for  one  as  well 
as  the  other.  A  single  charge  presents  to  him  at  once  the 
whole  problem.  A  series  of  charges  might  confuse  him, 
and  leave  uncertain  what,  in  the  end,  the  aggregate  would 
be."« 

§  673.  No  separate  charge  for  a  part  of  the  transit. 

In  a  recent  proceeding  Commissioner  Lane  ^«  had  occa- 
sion in  his  opinion  to  discuss  the  extent  to  which  the 
obligation  of  transportation  under  the  through  rate  goes 
under  American  practice.  The  American  railroad  rate,  he 
said  in  substance,  has  always  been  recognized  as  covering 
the  full  service  which  the  carrier  gives  in  furnishing  the 
car,  a  proper  place  at  which  to  load  it,  the  conveyance  of 
that  loaded  car,  and  its  terminal  delivery.  The  charge  for 
these  various  services  is  not  in  America  broken  up  into  its 
component  parts,  and  a  charge  imposed  for  each,  as  in 
England.  The  rate,  which  it  requires  shall  be  published, 
is  a  complete  rate  which  includes  not  only  the  charge  for 
haul,  but  the  charge  for  the  use  of  the  terminals  at  both 
ends  of  the  line.  As  matters  now  stand,  determination  of 
these  questions  is  left  very  much  to  the  instructions  of  the 
Commission.  As  Mr.  Justice  Lamar  said  comprehensively 
in  a  recent  case  ^  where  the  charges  to  be  made  for  fruit 

*  See    Southern    Pacific    Co.    v.  *•  Associated  Jobbers  of  Los  Ange- 

Patterson,  7  Tex.  Qv.  App.  461,  27  les  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C. 

S.  W.   1^,  holding  that  an  inter-  310;  affirmed  as  Interstate  Commerce 

mediate  bridge  charge  could  not  be  Commission  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

added  to  a  through  rate  making  it  234  U.  S.  294,  34  Sup.  Ct.  814. 

in  excess  of  rate  fixed  by  law.  ^  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
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moving  under  refrigeration  were  in  question,  what  is  a 
proper  rate  on  fruit  in  precooling  shipments,  or  a  fair 
charge  for  hauling  necessary  ice  or  rendering  other  trans- 
portation services,  are  all  rate  making  matters  committed 
to  the  Commission.  It  may  prescribe  the  form  in  which 
schedules  shall  be  prepared  and  arranged;  and  may  ap- 
prove tariflFs  stating  that  the  single  rate  includes  both  the 
line  haul  and  accessorial  services  absorbed  in  the  rate. 
Conversely,  it  may  prescribe  a  tariflF  fixing  a  through  rate 
which  includes  not  only  the  haul  of  the  fruit,  but  the  haul 
of  the  ice  necessary  to  keep  the  fruit  in  condition.  All 
these  are  matters  committed  to  the  decision  of  the  ad- 
ministrative body,  which,  in  each  instance,  is  required  to 
fix  reasonable  rates  and  establish  reasonable  practices. 

§  674.  Charges  for  services  during  transportation. 

It  has  been  seen  that  in  general  the  protection  which  the 
railroad  gives  to  goods  in  transit  is  an  integral  part  of  an 
indivisible  service,  and  it  should  therefore  be  all  included 
in  the  single  rate  made  for  the  carriage.  But  there  are 
some  extraordinary  services  required  in  the  case  of  par- 
ticular shipments  which  may  so  vary  in  each  case  that  it 
will  be  plainly  justifiable,  if  not  requisite,  to  make  separate 
charges  for  them.*^^  An  illustration  of  this  possibiHty 
seems  to  be  the  charge  commonly  made  separately  for 
icing  at  the  initial  point  and  re-icing  during  transit  of  a 
refrigerator  car  containing  a  shipment  of  perishable  freight. 
For  this  is  a  service  specially  required  for  this  class  of 
commodities,  varying  for  different  things  which  require 
different  degrees  of  refrigeration,  definitely  ascertainable  so 
that  it  can  be  charged  against  the  particular  shipment  and 

United  States,  232  U.  S.   199,  34  Northeastern  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

Sup.   Ct.   291,   affirming   Arlington  295;  Cattle  Raisers'  Assoc,  v.  Fort 

Heights  Fruit  Exch.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  Worth  &  D.  C.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

F.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  267.  295;  Re  Transportation  of  Fruit,  10 

"  See  some  of  the  original  rul-  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  360,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

ings  on  such  services  as   Terminal  S3.    Elevator  Charges. — In  re  Allow- 

charges. — Truck  Farmers'  Assoc,  v.  ances  to  Elevators,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
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altogether  separate  therefore.  ^^  At  one  time  the  status 
of  this  charge  was  not  clearly  determined,  although  it 
has  always  seemed  plain  that  it  is  so  necessary  a  part  of 
modem  transportation  that  a  railroad  ought  to  see  to  it 
that  refrigeration  is  provided  at  a  reasonable  price.  At  all 
events,  in  recent  years  there  has  been  no  doubt,  with  the 
increase  of  the  power  of  the  Commission  over  services 
intimately  connected  with  transportation,  of  its  jurisdic- 
tion over  such  an  auxiUary  service  as  refrigeration.** 
The  conditions  under  which  a  railroad  may  be  compelled 
to  furnish  facilities  for  transportation  under  refrigeration 
are  now  well  established  as,  for  example,  icing  in  transit; 
and  it  seems  clear  that  unless  the  railroad  has  established 
a  system  of  its  own  for  such  a  preliminary  service  as 
precooling  the  shippers  should  have  allowed  to  them  the 
advantage  resulting  from  such  a  service.**  It  should  be 
added,  as  to  all  such  charges,  that  where  a  carrier  has  a 
right  to  include  in  the  rate  items  for  special  charges, 
whether  for  services  furnished  by  the  carrier  himself  or  by 
another  under  an  a,rrangement  with  the  carrier,  the 
compensation  for  such  incidental  services  must  be  reason- 
able. 


§  676.  Services  after  carriage  is  ended. 

Common  carriers  by  railroad  in  the  United  States  have 
never  followed  a  general  custom  of  permitting  their  freight 
depots  to  be  used  for  storage  or  general  warehouse  pur- 
poses, or  of  allowing  their  cars  to  be  retained  in  the  posses- 
sion of  shippers  or  consignees  beyond  a  reasonable  time  for 


309.  Demurrage  charges. — Pennsyl- 
vania Millers'  State  Assoc,  v.  Phila- 
delphia &  R.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
531.  Skrage  charges, — Blackman  v. 
Southern  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
352. 

**Re  Transportation  of  Fruit,  10 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  360.  Accord  Truck  P. 
Asso.  V.  Northeastern  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  295. 


*•  See,  also,  Georgia  Peach  Growers' 
Ass'n  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line,  10  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  255;  Consolidated  F.  Co. 
V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
590. 

**  Note  the  course  of  the  California 
Refrigeration  Cases,  19  I.  C.  C.  148, 
s.  c,  20  I.  C.  C.  106,  s.  c,  23  I.  C.  C. 
267,  8.  c,  204  Fed.  647,  s.  c,  232  U.  S. 
199,  34  Sup.  Ct.  291. 
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loading  or  unloading  freight.  ^^  It  has  been  the  common 
understanding,  based  upon  specific  rules  and  lobulations 
issued  by  the  carriers  from  time  to  time,  that  freight 
depots,  cars,  and  sidings  of  carriers  can  only  be  kept  in 
condition  for  the  necessary  reception  and  handling  of 
goods  in  the  daily  course  of  transportation  business  by 
prompt  forwarding  of  freights  and  quickly  completing 
delivery  of  transported  goods  to  the  consignees.  Among 
the  rules  or  regulations  commonly  in  force  upon  railways 
and  intended  to  effectuate  the  prompt  shipment,  carriage 
and  delivery  of  freights,  are  the  following:  (a)  The  loading 
of  cars  furnished  for  shipments  within  a  day  or  other 
short  specified  time,  under  penalty  of  a  demurrage  charge 
for  detaining  the  cars,  which  is  a  substantial  sum  for 
each  additional  day  or  fraction  thereof;  and  a  similar 
regulation  is  applied  to  the  imloading  of  cars  by  consignees 
on  team  tracks  or  private  sidings,  (b)  The  removal  of 
goods  from  freight  houses  within  a  specified  time,  usually 
24  or  48  hours,  after  notice  of  arrival  to  consignee,  under 
penalty  of  storage  at  the  freight  house  or  at  public  ware- 
house and  collection  of  additional  charges  therefor.^ 
In  various  ways  these  generally  described  regulations  are 
specifically  stated  in  published  freight  classifications,  car 
service  rules,  rate  schedules,  special  circulars,  so-called 
billing  instructions,  or  bills  of  lading  forms.  They  amount 
to  conditions  imposed  by  the  carriers  upon  the  shipment. 


*'  The  CJommission  has  said  that 
a  federal  authority  over  demurrage 
and  track  storage  charges  in  con- 
nection with  interstate  commerce 
cannot  be  challenged,  and  is  exclu- 
sive. Wilson  Produce  Co.  v.  Penn. 
R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  170. 

In  the  absence  of  discrimination, 
Ck>mmission  is  as  yet  hesitating  to 
order  that  a  trunk  line  shall  absorb 
the  switching  charge  of  a  terminal 
line.  Mf'rs  Ry.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M. 
&  So.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  93. 
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^History  of  the  uniform  demui^ 
rage  code  now  generally  in  force. 
See  Allan  Wood  S.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Pa. 
Ry.,  24  1.  C.  C.  27. 

The  placing  of  a  car  containing 
an  order,  notify  shipment  on  a  team 
track  and  the  ^ving  of  notice  to 
the  consignee  amounts  for  the  time 
being  to  a  discharge  of  the  carrier's 
obligation  in  the  matter  of  delivery. 
Roden  B.  Grocery  Co.  v.  A.  G.  S. 
R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  469. 
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transportation^  and  delivery  of  freight,  which  are  not  to  be 
disregarded  by  shippers  or  consignees  without  incurring 
liability  to  additional  expense. 

§  676.  Storage  charges. 

After  transportation  is  at  an  end  and  the  goods  ready  for 
delivery  to  the  consignee  the  obligation  of  the  common 
carrier  ceases  to  a  certain  extent,  and  if  the  goods  are  left 
upon  its  hands  for  a  time  by  the  owners  it  would  seem 
plain  that  having  performed  the  services  for  which  freight 
was  paid  it,  it  can  make  additional  charges  for  storage  of 
the  goods  with  it.  More  than  this,  since  to  provide  such 
storage  is  no  part  of  the  carrier's  duty  as  such,  it  is  not 
confined  as  it  is  in  services  during  carriage  to  charge  no 
more  than  the  usual  price  for  warehousing.  This  was 
pointed  out  to  a  complainant  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  in  the  quotation  which  follows:  ^^  ''We  can- 
not agree  with  the  contention  of  the  complainant  in  this 
case  that  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  charge  for  the 
storage  of  the  freight  in  question  more  than  the  usual 
public  warehouse  charge  in  force  at  Macon,  Georgia,  and 
Columbia,  South  Carolina.  A  railroad  freight  depot  and  a 
public  storage  warehouse  are  buildings  whose  business  and 
uses  are  wholly  dissimilar.  The  former  is  planned  and 
built  to  accommodate  the  current  business  of  the  railroad 
when  expeditiously  handled,  and  afifords  no  facilities  for 
storage  during  long  periods  of  time.  The  storage  ware- 
house is  especially  designed  for  storage  purposes.  The  rail- 
way company  imposes  storage  charges,  not  for  gain  espe- 
cially, but  in  order  that  it  may  be  enabled  to  clear  its  depots 
to  the  end  that  current  business  may  not  be  blockaded."  ^ 

«  Blackmail  v.  Southern  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  178;  Fed- 

I.  C.  C.  Rep.  350.  eral  Sugar  Refining  Ck>.  v.  B.  &  O. 

■^  The  Commission  now  has  power  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  200;  Anderson, 

to  pass  upon  such  incidental  charges  Clayton  &  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 

and  to  require  that  whatever  allow-  18  I.  C.  C.  340;  Brook-Rauch  Mill 

ances  are  made  shall  be  just  and  &  Elevator  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  17  I. 

reasonable.     Suffem   Grain   Co.   v.  C.  C.  158. 
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§  677.  Demurrage  costs. 

Again,  since  the  use  of  the  cars  at  the  end  of  the  route 
is  no  part  of  the  carrier's  public  undertaking,  a  charge  for 
demurrage  of  cars  is  a  charge  distinct  from  the  charge  for 
carriage,  and  it  may  therefore  be  made  as  a  separate 
charge.  Indeed,  so  entirely  distinct  is  it  from  the  charge 
for  carriage  that  by  the  weight  of  authority  no  lien  exists 
to  enforce  it,'^  unless  of  course  there  is  an  express  contract 
permitting  such  a  lien.  The  extent  of  the  limitations  under 
which  railroads  by  public  announcements  may  make 
charges  for  demurrage  of  cars  is  well  discussed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  in  the  extract  which  fol- 
lows: "Whether  a  charge  of  one  dollar  per  day  or  fraction 
thereof,  made  for  detention  of  cars  and  use  of  track  on 
cars  not  unloaded  within  48  hours  after  arrival,  not  in- 
cluding Sundays  and  legal  holidays,  and  on  empty  cars  not 
loaded  within  48  hours  after  being  placed,  is  a  reasonable 
charge,  and  the  time  fixed  for  the  loading  and  unloading, 
as  required  in  the  rule,  is  a  reasonable  time,  are  questions 
of  fact,  and  on  these  issues  the  preponderance  of  the  proof 
is  clearly  with  the  carriers.  The  rule  must  allow  time 
enough  to  meet  all  cases  likely  to  arise,  and  that  such  is 
the  case  here  is  abundantly  shown  by  the  testimony.  That 
the  rate  of  one  dollar  per  day  is  also  reasonable  is  con- 
clusively shown.  It  may  be  somewhat  more  than  the 
usual  per  cent  on  the  first  cost  of  a  car,  but  this  is  not  the 


••  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  Jenkms, 
103  ni.  588;  Cleveland,  C,  C.  &  S. 
L.  Ry.  V.  Holden,  73  111.  App.  582; 
Burlington  A  M.  R.  R.  R.  v.  Chicago 
Lumber  Co.,  15  Neb.  390,  19  N.  W. 
451;  Crommelin  v.  New  York  &  H. 
R.  R.,  10  Bosw.  (N.  Y.)  77;  East 
Tennessee  V.  &  G.  R.  R.  v.  Hunt, 
15  Lea  (Tenn.),  261.  Contra,  Kan- 
sas Pac.  Ry.  V.  McCann,  2  Wyo.  3; 
Kentucky  Wagon  Manufacturing 
Co.  V.  Ohio  A  M.  Ry.,  32  S.  W.  696, 
17  Ky.   Law  Rep.  726.     See  also 
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Brown  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  54  N. 
H.635. 

Where  a  carrier  provides  in  its 
tariff  for  reoonsignment,  without 
any  reqinrement  for  repayment  of 
fright  or  guaranty  of  the  same,  it 
may  not  lawfully  charge  demurrage 
for  time  during  which  it  holds  the 
shipment  while  parleying  with  its 
connections  as  to  advancement  of 
its  frdght  charges.  Beekman  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  St.  L.  8.  W.  Ry.,  14  I.  0. 
C.  532. 
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proper  criterion.  A  railroad  company  does  not  construct 
cars  for  the  purpose  of  storing  property  in  them,  and  their 
use  for  transportation  involves  the  use  of  costly  railway 
tracks,  and  other  expenditures.  It  may  be  true,  as  con- 
tended, that  the  shipper  was  not  consulted  in  framing 
these  rules.  We  think,  however,  if  the  rules  are  reason- 
able, this  fact  does  not  vitiate  them." 

§  678.  Terminal  facilities  usually  included. 

The  usual  thing,  therefore,  is  to  assume  that  all  use  of 
terminal  facilities  in  delivery  of  the  property  transported 
is  included  in  the  rate  made  for  the  carriage.  This  was 
squarely  said  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  a  case^  where  a  railroad  had  entered  into  an  arrange- 
ment by  which  consignees  of  cattle  could  not  get  them 
except  at  an  established  stockyard,  the  proprietors  of 
which  charged  yardage  for  the  service.  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  used  the 
following  language:  ''The  carrier  must  at  all  times  be  in 
proper  condition  both  to  receive  from  the  shipper  and  to 
deliver  to  the  consignee,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
propertv  to  be  transported,  as  well  as  to  the  necessities  of 
the  respective  localities  in  which  it  is  received  and  de- 
livered. A  carrier  of  live  stock  has  no  more  right  to  make 
a  special  charge  for  merely  receiving  or  merely  delivering 
such  stock,  in  and  through  stockyards  provided  by  itself, 
in  order  that  it  may  properly  receive  and  load,  or  unload 
and  deliver,  such  stock,  than  a  carrier  of  passengers  may 
make  a  special  charge  for  the  use  of  its  passenger  depot  by 
passengers  when  proceeding  to  or  coming  from  its  trains, 
or  than  a  carrier  may  charge  the  shipper  for  the  use  of  its 
general  freight  depot  in  merely  delivering  his  goods  for 
shipment,  or  the  consignee  of  such  goods  for  its  use  in 
merely  receiving  them  there  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
they  are  unloaded  from  the  cars.  If  the  carrier  may  not 
make  such  special  charges  in  respect  to  stockyards  which 

»  Covington  Stockyarde  CJo.  v.  Keith,  139  U.  S.  128,  11  Sup.  Ct.  461. 
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itself  owns,  maintains,  or  controls,  it  cannot  invest  another 
corporation  or  company  with  authority  to  impose  burdens 
of  that  kind  upon  shippers  and  consignees.  The  transpor- 
tation of  live  stock  begins  with  their  delivery  to  the  carrier 
to  be  loaded  upon  its  cars,  and  ends  only  after  the  stock  is 
unloaded  and  delivered,  or  offered  to  be  delivered,  to  the 
consignee,  if  to  be  foimd,  at  such  place  as  admits  of  their 
being  safely  taken  into  possession."  •^ 

§  679.  Terminals  regarded  as  connections. 

But  despite  these  general  principles,  a  scheme  has  been 
worked  out  which  has  received  the  sanction  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  whereby  the  railroad  may  treat 
stockyards  which  have  their  own  railways  as  connecting 
carriers  and  add  their  rates  for  their  services  to  the  rail- 
road's rate  for  its  service.  In  deciding  the  validity  of  this, 
Mr.  Justice  White  for  the  court  said:*^  "As  the  right  of 
the  defendant  carriers  to  divide  their  rates  and  thus  to 
make  a  distinct  charge  from  the  point  of  shipment  to 
Chicago  and  a  separate  terminal  charge  for  delivery  to 
the  stockyards,  a  point  beyond  the  lines  of  the  respective 
carriers,  was  conceded  by  the  Commission  and  was  upheld 
by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  no  contention  on  this 
subject  arises.  If,  despite  this  concurrence  of  opinion, 
controversy  was  presented  on  the  subject,  we  see  no  reason 
to  doubt,  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  the  correctness  of 
the  rule  as  to  the  right  to  divide  the  rate,  admitted  by  the 
Commission  and  annoimced  by  the  court  below.  This  is 
especially  the  case  in  view  of  the  sixth  section  of  the  act 
to  regulate  commerce,  wherein  it  is  provided  that  the 
schedules  of  rates  to  be  filed  by  carriers  shall  'state  sepa- 

•^  See  accord  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  192  U.  S.  568,  48  L.  ed.  665,  24  Sup. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  64  Fed.  Ct.  339. 

992;  and  Butchers'  &  D.  S.  Y.  Co.  «*  Interstate  Com.  Comm.  v.  Chi- 

V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  67  Fed.  35.  cago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  186  U.  S.  320, 

But  see  Walker  v.  Keenan,  73  Fed.  46  L.  ed.  1182,  22  Sup.  Ct.  824,  af- 

758,  19  C.  C.  A.  668;  and  Central  finnmg  103  Fed.  249,  43  C.  C.  A. 

S.  Y.  Co.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  209,  and  98  Fed.  173. 
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rately  the  terminal  charges  and  any  rules  or  regulations 
which  could  in  anywise  change,  affect  or  determine  any 
part  of  the  aggregate  of  the  aforesaid  rates  and  fares  and 
charges.'  Whether  the  rule  which  we  approve  as  applied 
to  the  facts  in  this  case  would  be  applicable  to  terminal 
services  by  a  carrier  on  his  own  line  which  he  was  obliged 
to  perform  as  a  necessary  incident  of  his  contract  to  carry, 
and  the  performance  of  which  was  demanded  of  him  by  the 
shipper,  is  a  question  which  does  not  arise  on  this  record, 
and  as  to  which  we  are,  therefore,  called  upon  to  express  no 
opinion."  •^ 

Topic  C,    Bases  of  Distance  Rates 

§  680.  Mileage  rate  tends  to  decrease  inversely. 

It  is  a  familiar  rule  in  the  transportation  of  freight  by 
railroads  and  has  become  axiomatic  that  while  the  aggre- 
gate charge  is  continually  increasing  the  further  the  freight 
is  carried,  yet  the  rate  per  ton  per  mile  is  constantly 
growing  less  all  the  time.  In  consequence  of  the  existence 
of  this  rule  the  increase  of  the  aggregate  charge  continues 
to  be  less  in  proportion  every  hundred  miles  after  the 
first,  arising  out  of  the  character  and  nature  of  the  service 
performed  and  the  cost  of  service ;  and  thus  it  is  that  staple 
commodities  and  merchandise  are  enabled  to  bear  the 
charges  of  transportation  from  and  to  the  most  distant 
portions  of  the  country.*'*  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that 
the  cost  of  railway  transportation  is  made  up  of  the  expense 
of  the  two  terminals  and  the  intermediate  haul,  and  the 
terminal  expenses  are  the  same  whether  the  haul  be  long 
or  short.     A  few  miles,  or  even  a  considerable  number  of 

miles,  of  additional  haul  may  in  some  instances  of  long  dis- 

j 

*'  The  issues  in  this  ease  had  been  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  R.,  2  I 

repeatedly  before  the  Interstate  Com-  Int.  Com.  Rep.  289,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

merce  Commission.    See,  especially,  375;  Farrar  v.  East  Tenn.  V.  &  G.  , 

Cattle  R.  A.  of  Texas  v.  Chicago,  B.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  76,  1 1.  C.  C. 

&  Q.  R.  R.,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  83;  Same  480;    Board   of   Trade   of   Troy  v. 

V.  Same,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  277.  Alabama   Midland  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  j 

•*New  Orleans  Cotton   Exch.   v.  Rep.  1. 
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tance  transportation  be  practically  of  very  little  impor- 
tance, and  the  aggregate  rate  therefore  may  be  very  little 
affected  by  the  additional  mileage.®^  As  a  result  of  this 
rule  of  diminishing  mileage,  local  rates  on  one  road  can- 
not reasonably  be  compared  with  through  rates  on  other 
roads  in  the  same  region.*®  Generally  speaking,  the  Com- 
mission regards  it  as  too  well  settled  to  need  discussion 
that  as  distance  increases  the  rate  per  ton-mile  decreases, 
and  merely  because  a  greater  distance  point  has  a  lower 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  than  a  shorter  distance  point  dis- 
crimination does  not  necessarily  result.®^  But  while  it  is  a 
fundamental  maxim  that  rate  per  ton-mile  shall  decrease 
as  distance  increases,  to  disregard  rule  is  not  of  necessity 
a  discrimination  in  the  view  of  the  Commission.®*  And 
it  is  a  rule  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that,  as  dis- 
tance increases,  the  difference  in  distance  becomes  relatively 
less  important.** 


§  681.  General  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-nule. 

If  all  conditions  were  equal,  the  rate  of  carriage  would 
naturally  vary  according  to  the  distance  carried,  and  would 
be  measured  by  a  charge  of  so  much  per  ton  for  each  mile; 
or,  as  it  is  generally  expressed,  by  a  ton-mile  rate.  This  is 
obviously  a  fair  method  of  determining  a  rate  where  the 
conditions  are  identical;  and  as  a  theoretical  doctrine  it  is 
well  accepted  that  in  the  absence  of  other  influences  dis- 
tance is  a  controlling  element  in  determining  a  rate.^° 
As  a  practical  matter,  however,  other  influences  are  never 


•*  McMorran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  604,  607,  3  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  252;  Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Wilmington  &  M.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  17. 

"  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  L.  E.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  436, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  618. 

^  EUc  C.  &  L.  Co.  V.  B.  &  0.  R.  R., 
22  I.  C.  C.  84. 
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«•  Boston  Chamber  of  C.  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  230. 

**  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Co. 
V.  S.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  286. 

™Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  R.  R.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  65,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  266; 
HiU  V.  Nashville,  C.  &  S.  L.  R.  R., 

6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  343;  Freight  Bureau 
V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 

7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  180. 
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absent;  some  factor  exists  in  every  case  to  modify  the  com- 
parison and  to  prevent  the  application  of  the  ton-mile 
rate.  The  establishment  of  a  ton-mile  rate  as  a  standard 
does  indeed  bring  rates  down  to  the  narrowest  point  of 
scrutiny,  and  for  that  pm^pose  is  valuable;  but  it  excludes 
consideration  of  other  circumstances  and  conditions  which 
enter  into  the  making  of  rates,  no  matter  how  compulsory 
or  imperious  they  may  be,  and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be 
accepted  as  controlling  in  determining  the  reasonableness 
of  rates.^^  It  is,  therefore,  fundamental  with  the  Com- 
mission that  relative  unreasonableness  is  not  proven  merely 
by  comparisons  of  distances."  But  why  rates  over  for 
the  most  part  an  identical  route,  and  for  almost  exactly 
the  same  distance,  should  differ  materially  requires  some 
explanation.^'  Distance  is  an  element  in  rate  adjustments, 
and,  all  other  things  being  equal,  it  perhaps  is  a  con- 
trolling element;  but  it  can  hardly  control  where  other 
substantial  considerations  are  materially  different,  as  in 
grain  movements.^*  Thus  the  average  haul  of  lemons  from 
California  produces  one  of  the  most  important  transportation 
considerations  entering  into  reasonableness  of  rate  when 
compared  with  average  haul  of  oranges.^^ 

§  682.  Equal  mileage  rates  impractical. 

The  effects  of  an  absolutely  equal  mileage  rate,  which 
must  prevent  its  adoption  as  a  practical  system  of  charges, 
were  thus  stated  by  a  committee  of  the  British  Parlia- 
ment:'^ ''(a)  It  would  prevent  railway  companies  from 


"  Gufitin  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  277;  Board 
of  Railroad  Com'rs  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  304; 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
S.  P.,  M.  &  I.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  41, 2 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  52, 67;  Manu- 
facturers &  J.  Union  v.  Minneapolis 
&  S.  L.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  115, 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79;  Hilton  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  R.,  9  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  17. 


^*  Boney  &  Harper  Milling  Co.  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  383. 

^'  Bluefield  Shippers  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519. 

'^*  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C.  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  424. 

7^  Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Ex- 
change V.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
149. 

'^  Stated  in  a  note  to  Ransome  v. 
Eastern  Counties  Ry.,  1  Eng.  Ry.  & 
Can.  Traf.  Cas.  63. 
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tance  transportation  be  practically  of  very  little  impor- 
tance, and  the  aggregate  rate  therefore  may  be  very  little 
affected  by  the  additional  mileage.®^  As  a  result  of  this 
rule  of  diminishing  mileage,  local  rates  on  one  road  can- 
not reasonably  be  compared  with  through  rates  on  other 
roads  in  the  same  region.^  Generally  speaking,  the  Com- 
mission regards  it  as  too  well  settled  to  need  discussion 
that  as  distance  increases  the  rate  per  ton-mile  decreases, 
and  merely  because  a  greater  distance  point  has  a  lower 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  than  a  shorter  distance  point  dis- 
crimination does  not  necessarily  result.^^  But  while  it  is  a 
fimdamental  maxim  that  rate  per  ton-mile  shall  decrease 
as  distance  increases,  to  disregard  rule  is  not  of  necessity 
a  discrimination  in  the  view  of  the  Commission.®*  And 
it  is  a  rule  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that,  as  dis- 
tance increases,  the  difference  in  distance  becomes  relatively 
less  important.** 


§  681.  General  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-nule. 

If  all  conditions  were  equal,  the  rate  of  carriage  would 
naturally  vary  according  to  the  distance  carried,  and  would 
be  measured  by  a  charge  of  so  much  per  ton  for  each  mile; 
or,  as  it  is  generally  expressed,  by  a  ton-mile  rate.  This  is 
obviously  a  fair  method  of  determining  a  rate  where  the 
conditions  are  identical;  and  as  a  theoretical  doctrine  it  is 
well  accepted  that  in  the  absence  of  other  influences  dis- 
tance is  a  controlling  element  in  determining  a  rate.^° 
As  a  practical  matter,  however,  other  influences  are  never 


•*  McMorran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 
2  Int.  CJom.  Rep.  604,  607,  3  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  252;  Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Wilmington  &  M.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  17. 

"  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  L.  E.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  436, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  618. 

<"  EUc  C.  &  L.  Co.  V.  B,  &  O.  R.  R., 
22  I.  C.  C.  84. 

[500] 


«»  Boston  Chamber  of  C.  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  230. 

*'  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Co. 
V.  S.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  286. 

™Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  R.  R.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  65,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  265; 
Hill  V.  Nashville,  C.  &  S.  L.  R.  R., 

6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  343;  Freight  Bureau 
V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 

7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  180. 
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absent;  some  factor  exists  in  every  case  to  modify  the  com- 
parison and  to  prevent  the  application  of  the  ton-mile 
rate.  The  establishment  of  a  ton-mile  rate  as  a  standard 
does  indeed  bring  rates  down  to  the  narrowest  point  of 
scrutiny,  and  for  that  purpose  is  valuable;  but  it  excludes 
consideration  of  other  circumstances  and  conditions  which 
enter  into  the  making  of  rates,  no  matter  how  compulsory 
or  imperious  they  may  be,  and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be 
accepted  as  controlling  in  determining  the  reasonableness 
of  rates.^^  It  is,  therefore,  fundamental  with  the  Com- 
mission that  relative  unreasonableness  is  not  proven  merely 
by  comparisons  of  distances.^^  But  why  rates  over  for 
the  most  part  an  identical  route,  and  for  almost  exactly 
the  same  distance,  should  differ  materially  requires  some 
explanation.^'  Distance  is  an  element  in  rate  adjustments, 
and,  all  other  thmgs  being  equal,  it  perhaps  is  a  con- 
trolling element;  but  it  can  hardly  control  where  other 
substantial  considerations  are  materially  different,  as  in 
grain  movements.^^  Thus  the  average  haul  of  lemons  from 
California  produces  one  of  the  most  important  transportation 
considerations  entering  into  reasonableness  of  rate  when 
compared  with  average  haul  of  oranges.^* 

§  682.  Equal  mileage  rates  impractical. 

The  effects  of  an  absolutely  equal  mileage  rate,  which 
must  prevent  its  adoption  as  a  practical  system  of  charges, 
were  thus  stated  by  a  committee  of  the  British  Parlia- 
ment:^^ ''(a)  It  would  prevent  railway  companies  from 


"  Gustin  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  277;  Board 
of  Ridlroad  Com'rs  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  304; 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
S.  P.,  M.  &  I.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  41, 2 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  52, 67;  Manu- 
facturers &  J.  Union  v.  Minneapolis 
&  S.  L.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  115, 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79;  Hilton  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Wihnington  &  W.  R.  R.,  9  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  17. 


^'  Boney  &  Harper  Milling  Co.  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  383. 

''  Bluefield  Shippers  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519. 

^^  Omaha  Grain  Ebcchange  v.  C.  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  424. 

7' Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Ex- 
change V.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
149. 

^  Stated  in  a  note  to  Ransome  v. 
Eastern  Counties  Ry.,  1  Eng.  Ry.  & 
Can.  Traf.  Cas.  63. 
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tance  transportation  be  practically  of  very  little  impor- 
tance, and  the  aggregate  rate  therefore  may  be  very  little 
affected  by  the  additional  mileage.*^  As  a  result  of  this 
rule  of  diminishing  mileage,  local  rates  on  one  road  can- 
not reasonably  be  compared  with  through  rates  on  other 
roads  in  the  same  region.^  Generally  speaking,  the  Com- 
mission regards  it  as  too  well  settled  to  need  discussion 
that  as  distance  increases  the  rate  per  ton-mile  decreases, 
and  merely  because  a  greater  distance  point  has  a  lower 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  than  a  shorter  distance  point  dis- 
crimination  does  not  necessarily  result.^^  But  while  it  is  a 
fundamental  maxim  that  rate  per  ton-mile  shall  decrease 
as  distance  increases,  to  disregard  rule  is  not  of  necessity 
a  discrimination  in  the  view  of  the  Commission.**  And 
it  is  a  rule  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that,  as  dis- 
tance increases,  the  difference  in  distance  becomes  relatively 
less  important.*^ 


§  681.  General  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-nule. 

If  all  conditions  were  equal,  the  rate  of  carriage  would 
naturally  vary  according  to  the  distance  carried,  and  would 
be  measured  by  a  charge  of  so  much  per  ton  for  each  mile; 
or,  as  it  is  generally  expressed,  by  a  ton-mile  rate.  This  is 
obviously  a  fair  method  of  determining  a  rate  where  the 
conditions  are  identical;  and  as  a  theoretical  doctrine  it  is 
well  accepted  that  in  the  absence  of  other  influences  dis- 
tance is  a  controlling  element  in  determining  a  rate.^° 
As  a  practical  matter,  however,  other  influences  are  never 


*•  McMorran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  604,  607,  3  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  252;  Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Wilmington  &  M.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  17. 

^  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  L.  E.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  436, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  618. 

•7  EUc  C.  &  L.  Co.  V.  B.  &  0.  R.  R., 
22  I.  C.  C.  84. 
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absent;  some  factor  exists  in  every  case  to  modify  the  com- 
parison and  to  prevent  the  application  of  the  ton-mile 
rate.  The  establishment  of  a  ton-mile  rate  as  a  standard 
does  indeed  bring  rates  down  to  the  narrowest  point  of 
scrutiny,  and  for  that  purpose  is  valuable;  but  it  excludes 
consideration  of  other  circumstances  and  conditions  which 
enter  into  the  making  of  rates,  no  matter  how  compulsory 
or  imperious  they  may  be,  and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be 
accepted  as  controllmg  in  determmmg  the  reasonableness 
of  rates.^^  It  is,  therefore,  fundamental  with  the  Com- 
mission that  relative  unreasonableness  is  not  proven  merely 
by  comparisons  of  distancesJ^  But  why  rates  over  for 
the  most  part  an  identical  route,  and  for  almost  exactly 
the  same  distance,  should  differ  materially  requires  some 
explanation/'  Distance  is  an  element  in  rate  adjustments, 
and,  all  other  things  bemg  equal,  it  perhaps  is  a  con- 
trolling element;  but  it  can  hardly  control  where  other 
substantial  considerations  are  materially  different,  as  in 
grain  movements.^*  Thus  the  average  haul  of  lemons  from 
CaUf omia  produces  one  of  the  most  important  transportation 
considerations  entering  mto  reasonableness  of  rate  when 
compared  with  average  haul  of  oranges.^* 

§  682.  Equal  mileage  rates  impractical. 

The  effects  of  an  absolutely  equal  mileage  rate,  which 
must  prevent  its  adoption  as  a  practical  system  of  charges, 
were  thus  stated  by  a  committee  of  the  British  Parlia- 
ment:^* ''(a)  It  would  prevent  railway  companies  from 


"  Gustin  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  277;  Board 
of  Railroad  Ck>m'rs  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  304; 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
S.  P.,  M.  &  I.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  41, 2 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  52, 67;  Manu- 
facturers &  J.  Union  v.  Minneapolis 
&  S.  L.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  115, 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79;  Hilton  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Wlhnington  &  W.  R.  R.,  9  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  17. 


^^  Boney  &  Harper  Milling  Co.  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  383. 

^'  Bluefield  Shippers  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519. 

^*  Omaha  Grain  Ebcchange  v.  C.  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  19  1.  C.  C.  424. 

7»  Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Ex- 
change V.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
149. 

^  Stated  in  a  note  to  Ransome  v. 
Elastem  Counties  Ry.,  1  Eng.  Ry.  & 
Can.  Traf.  Cas.  63. 
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tance  transportation  be  practically  of  very  little  impor- 
tance^  and  the  aggregate  rate  therefore  may  be  very  little 
affected  by  the  additional  mileage.®^  As  a  result  of  this 
rule  of  diminishing  mileage,  local  rates  on  one  road  can- 
not reasonably  be  compared  with  through  rates  on  other 
roads  in  the  same  region.^  Generally  speaking,  the  Com- 
mission regards  it  as  too  well  settled  to  need  discussion 
that  as  distance  increases  the  rate  per  ton-mile  decreases, 
and  merely  because  a  greater  distance  point  has  a  lower 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  than  a  shorter  distance  point  dis- 
crimination does  not  necessarily  result.^  But  while  it  is  a 
fundamental  maxim  that  rate  per  ton-mile  shall  decrease 
as  distance  increases,  to  disregard  rule  is  not  of  necessity 
a  discrimination  in  the  view  of  the  Commission.^  And 
it  is  a  rule  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that,  as  dis- 
tance increases,  the  difference  in  distance  becomes  relatively 
less  important.** 


§  681.  General  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-nule. 

If  all  conditions  were  equal,  the  rate  of  carriage  would 
naturally  vary  according  to  the  distance  carried,  and  would 
be  measured  by  a  charge  of  so  much  per  ton  for  each  mile; 
or,  as  it  is  generally  expressed,  by  a  ton-mile  rate.  This  is 
obviously  a  fair  method  of  determining  a  rate  where  the 
conditions  are  identical;  and  as  a  theoretical  doctrine  it  is 
well  accepted  that  in  the  absence  of  other  influences  dis- 
tance is  a  controlling  element  in  determining  a  rate.^® 
As  a  practical  matter,  however,  other  influences  are  never 


•*  McMorran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  604,  607,  3  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  252;  Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Wilmington  &  M.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  17. 

^  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  L.  E.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  436, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  618. 

•7  Elk  C.  &  L.  Co.  V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R., 
22  I.  C.  C.  84. 

[600] 


«  Boston  Chamber  of  C.  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  230. 

^  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Co. 
V.  S.  Ry.,  15  L  C.  C.  286. 

'^Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  R.  R.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  65,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  266; 
Hill  V.  Nashville,  C.  &  S.  L.  R.  R., 
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absent;  some  factor  exists  in  every  case  to  modify  the  com- 
parison and  to  prevent  the  application  of  the  ton-mile 
rate.  The  establishment  of  a  ton-mile  rate  as  a  standard 
does  indeed  bring  rates  down  to  the  narrowest  point  of 
scrutiny,  and  for  that  pm^pose  is  valuable;  but  it  excludes 
consideration  of  other  circumstances  and  conditions  which 
enter  into  the  making  of  rates,  no  matter  how  compulsory 
or  imperious  they  may  be,  and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be 
accepted  as  controlling  in  determining  the  reasonableness 
of  ratesJ*  It  is,  therefore,  fundamental  with  the  Com- 
mission that  relative  unreasonableness  is  not  proven  merely 
by  comparisons  of  distances.^^  But  why  rates  over  for 
the  most  part  an  identical  route,  and  for  almost  exactly 
the  same  distance,  should  differ  materially  requires  some 
explanation.^'  Distance  is  an  element  in  rate  adjustments, 
and,  all  other  things  being  equal,  it  perhaps  is  a  con- 
trolling element;  but  it  can  hardly  control  where  other 
substantial  considerations  are  materially  different,  as  in 
grain  movements.^*  Thus  the  average  haul  of  lemons  from 
California  produces  one  of  the  most  important  transportation 
considerations  entering  into  reasonableness  of  rate  when 
compared  with  average  haul  of  oranges.^^ 

§  682.  Equal  mileage  rates  impractical. 

The  effects  of  an  absolutely  equal  mileage  rate,  which 
must  prevent  its  adoption  as  a  practical  system  of  charges, 
were  thus  stated  by  a  committee  of  the  British  ParUa- 
ment:^*  "(a)  It  would  prevent  railway  companies  from 


"  Gustin  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  277;  Board 
of  Railroad  Com'rs  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  304; 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
S.  P.,  M.  &  I.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  41, 2 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  52, 67;  Manu- 
facturers &  J.  Union  v.  Minneapolis 
&  S.  L.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  115, 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79;  Hilton  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  R.,  9  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  17. 


■*  Boney  &  Harper  Milling  Co.  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  383. 

^»  Bluefield  Shippers  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519. 

'^*  Omaha  Grain  Ebcchange  v.  C.  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  424. 

7»  Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Ex- 
change V.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
149. 

^  Stated  in  a  note  to  Ransome  v. 
Elastem  Counties  Ry.,  1  Eng.  Ry.  & 
Can.  Traf.  Cas.  63. 
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tance  transportation  be  practically  of  very  little  impor- 
tance, and  the  aggregate  rate  therefore  may  be  very  little 
affected  by  the  additional  mileage.*^  As  a  result  of  this 
rule  of  diminishing  mileage,  local  rates  on  one  road  can- 
not reasonably  be  compared  with  through  rates  on  other 
roads  in  the  same  region.^  Generally  speaking,  the  Com- 
mission regards  it  as  too  well  settled  to  need  discussion 
that  as  distance  increases  the  rate  per  ton-mile  decreases, 
and  merely  because  a  greater  distance  point  has  a  lower 
rate  per  ton  per  mile  than  a  shorter  distance  pomt  dis- 
crimination  does  not  necessarily  result.*^  But  while  it  is  a 
fundamental  maxim  that  rate  per  ton-mile  shall  decrease 
as  distance  increases,  to  disregard  rule  is  not  of  necessity 
a  discrimination  in  the  view  of  the  Commission.*^  And 
it  is  a  rule  of  well-nigh  universal  application  that,  as  dis- 
tance increases,  the  difference  in  distance  becomes  relatively 
less  important.** 


§  681.  General  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-nule. 

If  all  conditions  were  equal,  the  rate  of  carriage  would 
naturally  vary  according  to  the  distance  carried,  and  would 
be  measured  by  a  charge  of  so  much  per  ton  for  each  mile; 
or,  as  it  is  generally  expressed,  by  a  ton-mile  rate.  This  is 
obviously  a  fair  method  of  determining  a  rate  where  the 
conditions  are  identical;  and  as  a  theoretical  doctrine  it  is 
well  accepted  that  in  the  absence  of  other  influences  dis- 
tance is  a  controlling  element  in  determining  a  rate.™ 
As  a  practical  matter,  however,  other  influences  are  never 


••  McMorran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 
2  Int.  Ck)m.  Rep.  604,  607,  3  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  252;  Hilton  Lumber  Ck>.  v. 
Wilmington  &  M.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  17. 

^  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  L.  E.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  436, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  618. 

•^  Elk  C.  &  L.  Co.  V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R., 
22  I.  C.  C.  84. 
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*'  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Co. 
V.  S.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  286. 

'^Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  R.  R.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  65,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  266; 
Hill  V.  Nashville,  C.  &  S.  L.  R.  R., 

6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  343;  Freight  Bureau 
V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 
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absent;  some  factor  exists  in  every  case  to  modify  the  com- 
parison and  to  prevent  the  application  of  the  ton-mile 
rate.  The  establishment  of  a  ton-mile  rate  as  a  standard 
does  indeed  bring  rates  down  to  the  narrowest  point  of 
scrutiny,  and  for  that  purpose  is  valuable;  but  it  excludes 
consideration  of  other  circumstances  and  conditions  which 
enter  into  the  making  of  rates,  no  matter  how  compulsory 
or  imperious  they  may  be,  and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be 
accepted  as  controlUng  in  determining  the  reasonableness 
of  rates.'*  It  is,  therefore,  fundamental  with  the  Com- 
mission that  relative  unreasonableness  is  not  proven  merely 
by  comparisons  of  distances."  But  why  rates  over  for 
the  most  part  an  identical  route,  and  for  almost  exactly 
the  same  distance,  should  differ  materially  requires  some 
explanation.^'  Distance  is  an  element  in  rate  adjustments, 
and,  all  other  things  being  equal,  it  perhaps  is  a  con- 
trolling element;  but  it  can  hardly  control  where  other 
substantial  considerations  are  materially  different,  as  in 
grain  movements.'^  Thus  the  average  haul  of  lemons  from 
California  produces  one  of  the  most  important  transportation 
considerations  entering  into  reasonableness  of  rate  when 
compared  with  average  haul  of  oranges.'^ 

§  682.  Equal  mileage  rates  impractical. 

The  effects  of  an  absolutely  equal  mileage  rate,  which 
must  prevent  its  adoption  as  a  practical  system  of  charges, 
were  thus  stated  by  a  committee  of  the  British  Parlia- 
ment:'^ ''(a)  It  would  prevent  railway  companies  from 


"  GuBtin  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  277;  Board 
of  Railroad  Com'rs  v.  Atchison,  T. 
&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  304; 
Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
S.  P.,  M.  &  I.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  41, 2 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  52, 67;  Manu- 
facturers &  J.  Union  v.  Minneapolis 
&  S.  L.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  115, 
4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79;  Hilton  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  R.,  9  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  17. 


^*  Boney  &  Harper  Milling  Co.  v. 
A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  383. 

^'  Bluefield  Shippers  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519. 

'^*  Omaha  Grain  Ebcchange  v.  C.  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  424. 

7*  Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Ex- 
change V.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
149. 

^  Stated  in  a  note  to  Ransome  v. 
Eastern  Counties  Ry.,  1  Eng.  Ry.  & 
Can.  Traf.  Cas.  63. 
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lowering  their  fares  and  rates  so  as  to  compete  with  traffic 
by  sea,  by  canal,  or  by  a  shorter  or  otherwise  cheaper 
railway,  and  would  thus  deprive  the  public  of  the  benefit 
of  competition  and  the  company  of  a  legitimate  source  of 
profit,  (b)  It  would  prevent  railway  companies  from  mak- 
ing perfectly  fair  arrangements  for  carrying  at  a  lower 
rate  than  usual  goods  brought  in  large  and  constant 
quantities,  or  for  carrying  for  long  distances  at  a  lower 
rate  than  for  short  distances,  (c)  It  would  compel  a 
company  to  carry  for  the  same  rate  over  a  line  which  has 
been  very  expensive  in  construction,  or  which,  from 
gradients  or  otherwise,  is  very  expensive  in  working,  at 
the  same  rate  at  which  it  carries  over  less  expensive  lines/' 
In  short,  as  our  Commission  equally  well  appreciates," 
to  impose  equal  mileage  on  the  companies  would  be  to 
deprive  the  public  of  the  benefit  of  much  of  the  com- 
petition which  now  exists  or  has  existed,  to  raise  the 
charges  on  the  public  in  many  cases  where  the  companies 
now  find  it  to  their  interest  to  lower  them,  and  to  per- 
petuate monopolies  in  carriage,  trade,  and  manufacture 
in  favor  of  those  routes  and  places  which  are  nearest  and 
least  expensive,  where  the  varying  charges  of  the  company 
now  create  competition.  Therefore,  to  consider  the  yield 
per  ton  per  mile  as  wholly  controlling  in  a  particular  case 
is  equivalent  to  the  fixing  of  rates  on  the  basis  of  distance 
alone.^  And  comparisons  of  distance  are  of  but  little 
value  in  view  of  the  well-known  fact  that  the  transporta- 
tion conditions  are  very  often  wholly  dissimilar.""^ 

§  683.  Rates  in  rough  proportion  to  distance  normally. 

Generally  speaking,  it  is  perhaps  fair  to  assume  that 
distance  should  be  controlling,  where  transportation  con- 
ditions are  substantially  similar.^    At  all  events,  consider- 

^  Receivers  &  Shippers  Ass'n  of  "  Goldfield    Consolidated    Milling 

Cincinnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  &  Transportation  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S. 

18  I.  C.  C.  440.  F.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  567. 

^  District  No.  1,  Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  "  Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 

V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  541.  G.  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  96. 

[502] 


Methods  op  Fixing  Rates  [  §  583 

able  differences  in  distance  must  always  be  taken  into 
account;  **  and  if  the  difference  in  rates  is  out  of  proportion 
to  the  distances  involved  the  Commission  will  be  influenced 
by  that  fact.**  It  has,  for  instance,  been  noted  with 
approval  by  the  Commission  that  local  rates  in  C.  F.  A. 
territory  are  based  on  distance.**  But  any  approval  of 
distance  rates  depends  upon  the  observance  of  the  prin- 
ciple that,  when  distance  increases,  the  per  ton-mile 
revenue  decreases.**  And  it  follows  that  a  mileage  scale 
ordinarily  yields  a  much  higher  rate  in  proportion  for  a 
short  haul  than  for  the  long  one,*^  Carriers,  therefore,  are 
entitled  to  charge  higher  per  mile  rates  for  shorter  hauls 
than  are  proper  to  be  charged  for  longer  distances.** 
It  is  realized  that  a  nearby  point  in  a  blanketed  zone 
pays  more  per  ton  per  mile  than  a  more  distant  point.*^ 
And  certainly  a  difference  of  32  miles  on  hauls  ranging 
from  600  to  1,000  miles  is  negligible.**  In  one  proceeding 
recently  the  defendants  contended  that,  so  long  as  rates 
from  farther  distant  points  were  greater  in  the  aggregate 
than  those  from  shorter  distant  points,  no  claim  of  dis- 
crimination could  arise;  but  with  this  the  Commission  did 
not  agree.  Followed  to  its  logical  conclusion,  it  said, 
carriers  would  have  the  right  to  completely  nullify  dis- 
tance,  and  give  shippers  far  removed  from  consuming 
markets  absolute  control  of  prices  in  such  markets,  as 
against  shippers  located  nearer  thereto.**  But  in  another 
case,  decided  about  the  same  time,  the  Commission  said 
that,  under  the  conditions  involved,  rate  construction  on 
the  per  ton-mile  basis  would  give  to  distance  an  exagger- 

«» Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C. 

26  I.  C.  C.  169.  638. 

M  Sims  V.  M.  &  W.  R.  R.  R.,  26  »  Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co. 

I.  C.  C.  275.  V.  A.  A.  R.  R.,  17  I.  O.  C.  197. 

^  Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v.  ^  Schmidt  &  Sons  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

Chicago  C,  C,  &  St.  L.,  23  I.  C.  C.  19  1.  C.  C.  535. 

195.  »  Montezuma  v.  C.  of  G.  Ry.,  28 

«*  rictor  M'fg  Co.  V.  S.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  280. 

I.  C.  C.  222.  »  Elk  Cement  &  Lime  Co.  v.  B. 

•*  Sheridan  Chamber  of  Commerce  &  O.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  84. 
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ated  injfluenoe,  resulting  in  relativdy  prohibitive  rates 
beyond  certain  distances,  and  the  elimination  of  competi- 
tion.* As  the  situation  now  stands,  therefore,  it  is  cer- 
tainly true  that  carriers  are  not  required  to  disregard  differ- 
ences in  distance.*^  And,  indeed,  in  cases  where  such  action 
is  clearly  indicated,  the  Conmiission,  in  the  absence  of 
compelling  circumstances,  will  prescribe  distance  rates.^ 


§  S84.  Construction  of  distance  rates. 

As  has  just  been  poiated  out,  distance  rates  are  now 
not  uncommonly  recommended  by  Commission.*'  But  it 
will  sometimes  be  found  that  the  establishment  of  rates 
on  a  mileage  basis,  instead  of  group  adjustment,  is  not 
warranted  by  commercial  conditions.''  And  it  is  clear 
enough  that  carriers  are  not  required  to  disregard  differ- 
ence in  distance.*^  Certainly  if  by  doing  so  they  cause 
unjust  discrimination,  they  may  not  properly  be  required 
to  do  so.**  Percentage  rates,  so  called,  are  based  upon 
distance;  and  the  rates  to  the  various  percentage  groups 
are  determined  by  short-line  mileage  to  the  more  important 
points  located  within  those  groups.'^  In  giving  explicit 
directions  in  a  recent  case,  it  was  ordered  that  proportional 
class  rates  should  be  graded  back  across  the  State  on  the 
basis  of  a  proportional  scale  of  55  cents  between  the 
rivers.'®  In  another  late  case,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the 
rates  to  a  certain  pomt  were  properly  in  projection  on 
the  basis  and  method  of  computing  the  C.  F.  A.  territory 
percentage  scale.**     Where  the  conditions  are  abnormal. 


"^Alabama  Coal  Operators  Ass'n 
V.  8.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  230. 

"  R.  R.  Com.  of  Oregon  v.  S.  P., 
24  I.  0.  C.  273. 

•«  Pulp  &  Paper  Mfre  Traffic  Aas'ii 
V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  83. 

•»  Wharton  Steel  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  303. 

*^In  re  Advances  on  Live  Stock, 
26  I.  C.  C.  53. 

**  Arizona    Corporation    Commis- 
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don  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
428. 

"Railroad  Commission  of  Oreg. 
▼.  8.  P.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  273. 

*7  Commercial  Club  of  8uperior 
▼.  G.  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  96. 

^  Springfield  Commercial  Ass'n 
V.  P.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  511. 

"Interior  Iowa  Cities  Case,  28 
I.  C.  C.  64. 
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it  is  urged  that  the  direct  line  should  not  be  used  in 
figuring  comparative  mileages,  as  for  instance  where  trains 
must  be  operated  over  heavy  grades.  ^  But  the  Commission 
cannot  properly  allow  an  unreasonable  rate  by  the  direct 
line,  for  the  purpose  of  permitting  the  circuitous  line  to 
engage  in  the  business  at  a  reasonable  profit.^  Construc- 
tive mileage  is  often  allowed  in  computing  distance,  as  two 
miles  for  one  in  the  case  of  water  carriage.'  Dividing  the 
valuation  placed  upon  the  bridge  by  the  assessed  valua- 
tion of  defendant's  line  in  Iowa  and  Illinois,  it  appeared 
in  one  case  that  such  valuation  represented  the  assessed 
value  of  66J^  miles  of  line.'*  Flat  differentials  are  some- 
times established  for  one  city  over  another  or  one  route 
in  comparison  with  another.^  And  similarly  arbitraries 
for  additional  hauls  are  established  without  regard  to 
exact  distances.^  Differentials  are  sometimes  established 
for  different  distances,  but  this  system  is  falling  into  dis- 
favor.^ It  will  be  noted  that  when  rates  conform  to  length 
of  haul  they  naturally  increase  as  distance  increases.^ 
For  long-distance  movement  the  rate  should  not,  and  or- 
dinarily does  not,  increase  for  the  last  miles  of  that  move- 
ment by  the  amount  of  the  local  rate  for  that  distance.* 
The  structure  upon  which  rates  are  established  tends  to 
shrink  them  with  increasing  distance,  and  they  vanish 
when  the  mileage  on  which  the  differential  is  based  be- 
comes inconsiderable  in  proportion  to  total  mileage  from 
basing  point  to  destination.*^ 


*  Elgin  Commercial  Club  v.  B.  & 
M.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  380. 

*Texarkana  Freight  Bureau  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
£69. 

» Grain  Rates  in  C.  F.  A.  Territory, 
28  I.  C.  C.  640. 

*  SouthweBtem  Shippers'  TVaffic 
Aas'n  V.  A.,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C. 
570. 

*E^t  Dubuque  Supply  Co.  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  425. 


*  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C, 
R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
680. 

7  Schmidt  A  Sons  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 
19  I.  C.  C.  635. 

« Topeka  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  A.  &  V, 
Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  428. 

*Appalachia  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  & 
N.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  193. 

M  Sheridan  C.  of  C.  v.  C,  B.  A  Q. 
R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  638. 
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§  686.  Bases  of  rate  structure. 

To  consider  yield  per  ton  per  mile  as  wholly  controlling 
is  equivalent  to  fixing  of  rates  on  basis  of  distance  alone, 
which  the  Commission  is  not  ready  to  do."  Moreover, 
as  traffic  is  moved,  the  ton  per  mile  revenue  usually  de- 
creases as  distance  increases.  ^^  Differences  in  distance 
are  relatively  inconsiderable  when  rates  are  constructed 
and  maintained  upon  the  group  system,  and  the  subject- 
matter  is  a  heavy  commodity  like  coal.^'  That  rates  are 
below  the  continuous-mileage  scale  is  not  conclusive  of 
their  unreasonableness.^^  But  rates  are  not  infrequently 
prescribed  by  the  Commission  on  a  mileage  basis.  ^'^  And 
graded  rates  recently  have  several  times  been  substi- 
tuted for  blanket  rates.  ^^  According  to  the  rate  policies 
of  the  country  now  current  the  west  bank  of  the  Mis- 
sissippi River  is  the  west  boundary  of  percentage  zone 
based  upon  the  rate  between  Chicago  and  New  York 
as  the  100  per  cent  territory;  and  all  crossings,  both  upper 
and  lower,  are  under  percentage  basis  of  rates  with  re- 
spect to  traffic  to  and  from  points  east  of  Buffalo  and 
Pittsburgh.  ^^  In  the  exercise  of  its  power  to  see  that  traffic 
similarly  circumstanced  is  handled  without  undue  prefer- 
ence, the  Commission  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that  in 
view  of  the  well-established  method  of  making  rates  in 
C.  F.  A.  territory,  Detroit  was  entitled  to  78  per  cent  of 
the  Chicago  rate.^^  The  Mississippi  River,  as  has  been 
seen,  is  the  axis  of  rate  adjustment.  ^^  And  to  restore  the 
relation  as  between  the  gateways,  ton-mile  earnings  on 

"  Board  of  Improvement  v.  St.  v.  O.  R.  R.  k  N.  CJo.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R. 

L.   &   S.   F.   R.   R.,   26    I.   C.  C.  640. 

541.  i«Re  Wool  Transportation,  23  I. 

"  Truck  Growers  Ass'n  v.  A.  C.  L.  C.  C.  151. 

R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  190.  ^^  Mississippi  River  Case,  28  I.  C. 

»  Victor  Mfg  Co.  v.  So.  Ry.,  27  C.  47. 

I.  C.  C.  661.  »•  Delray  Salt  Co.  v.  Penn.  R.  R., 

"  Middlesboro  Board  of  Trade  v.  18  I.  C.  C.  259. 

L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  14.  "  Topeka  Traffic  AsB'n  v.  A.  k  V. 

"  Portland  Chamber  of  Commerce  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  428. 

[506] 


Methods  of  Fixing  Rates 


[§586 


certain  business  may  be  in  comparison  with  others  low.* 
The  construction  of  rates  is  pertinent  in  an  inquiry  only 
in  the  opportunity  afforded  to  the  Commission  more 
minutely  to  examine  the  rate  by  consideration  of  its  parts. ^* 
Where  the  spread  between  the  local  rates  and  the  division 
of  through  rates  between  the  same  points  is  large,  the  local 
rates  should  be  carefully  scrutinized.  ^^  But  further  exami- 
nation of  the  local  rate  fabric  between  certain  points  may 
indicate  that  the  local  rates  are  reasonably  aligned.  ^^ 
However,  the  fact  that  the  rates  were  advanced  to  pre- 
serve the  relationship  of  rates,  and  not  with  the  purpose 
of  securing  more  revenue,  has  been  held  not  to  justify 
an  advance.**  For  further  examples  of  rate  structure  see 
the  case  holding  that  in  banana  rates  in  territory  served 
through  that  port,  the  axis  is  New  Orleans.*^  And  note 
also  the  recent  case  on  the  concentration  of  cotton  by  a 
rate  system  designed  to  bring  about  that  result.^ 

§  686.  Different  cost  of  haulage. 

A  difference  in  the  ton-mile  may  be  justified  by  varying 
cost  of  service  on  different  parts  of  the  line.  Thus  a  higher 
ton-mile  rate  is  justified  on  a  haul  which  includes  heavy 
grades.^  In  one  recent  proceeding  it  was  pointed  out  that 
the  general  grade  on  Santa  Fe  from  Gallup  to  Arizona 
points  is  downward,  Gallup  being  6,498  feet  above  sea 
level,  and  Phoenix,  the  southern  terminus  of  the  Prescott 
&  Phoenix  branch,  1,200  above  sea  level  and  this  would 
justify  differences  in  the  rates  in  and  out.®  The  uniform 
mileage  rate  may  also  be  modified  by  the  proximity  of 


»  Ohio  River  Hay  Rates,  27  I.  C. 
C.466. 

"  Kansas  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry., 
27  I.  C.  C.  673. 

**  Railroad  Commission  of  Nev. 
V.  N.  C.  O.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  205. 

''Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C, 
R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  680. 

*^  Rates  on  Coal  from  Iowa  to 
the  Dakotas,  26  I.  C.  C.  144. 


"Rates   on   Bananas   from   Gulf 
Ports,  30  I.  C.  C.  510. 
*  Re  Concentration  of  Cotton,  26 

"  Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R. 
R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  319;  Brock- 
way  V.  Ulster  &  D.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  21. 

"  Arizona  Corp.  Com.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  428. 
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fuel  to  one  portion  of  the  road.^  In  a  peculiar  case  ** 
decided  some  time  ago^  a  rate  on  cattle  in  carload  lots  was 
attacked  as  too  high.  The  defendant's  road  had  a  heavy 
grade  on  the  western  portion,  but  a  very  easy  grade  on  the 
eastern  portion;  only  30  cars  could  be  handled  on  the 
western  portion,  while  on  the  eastern  portion  60  cars  could 
be  handled.  The  defendant  claimed  therefore  that  the 
most  economical  method  of  carrying  would  be  to  run 
only  half  as  many  freight  trains  over  the  eastern  portion; 
but  as  cattle  trains  must  go  directly  through,  this  could 
not  be  done  in  the  case  of  cattle.  The  Commission  said, 
however,  that  the  defendant  seemed  to  claim  that  it  ought 
to  be  allowed  to  charge  a  higher  rate  because  if  it  sends 
this  live  stock  through  in  proper  time  it  cannot  consolidate 
its  trains  at  Boyce;  but  it  was  a  novel  idea  that  the  rate 
should  be  advanced  because  the  cost  of  operation  over  a 
part  of  the  line  is  decreased. ^^ 

§  587.  Divisions  built  through  a  difficult  territory. 

When  a  road  or  part  of  a  road  is  built  through  a  moun- 
tainous country  or  other  country  which  requires  expensive 
construction,  the  charge  may  be  greater  than  on  other 
portions  of  the  road  or  other  roads  where  the  cost  of  con- 
struction per  mile  is  less.  So  where  different  rates  were 
prescribed  for  railroads  on  the  lower  and  on  the  upper 
peninsula  of  Michigan,  this  difference  was  held  proper. '- 
The  distinction  between  the  roads  of  the  upper  and  lower 
peninsulas  was  considered,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing 
to  the  contrary,  to  be  a  reasonable  one.  The  court  took 
judicial  knowledge,  for  it  is  a  matter  of  general  knowledge, 
that  the  cost  of  building  and  running  railroads  in  the 
upper  peninsula  is  much  greater  than  that  in  the  lower, 

"  New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch.  v.  '>  Campcare  Bellsdyke  Coal  Co.  v. 

Illinois  Cent.   R.  R.,  2  Int.   Com.  North  British  Ry.,  2   Ry.  &  Can. 

Rep.  777,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  534.  Tr.  Cas.  105. 

"  New   Orleans    Live   Stock    Ex-  »*  Morse,  J.,  in  Wellman  v.  Chi- 

change  v.  T.  &  P.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  cago  &  G.  T.  Ry.,  83  Mich.  592,  47 

Rep.  327.  N.  W.  480. 
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owing  to  the  marked  physical  difference  between  them 
in  the  character  and  face  of  the  country.  And  in  many 
cases  the  Commission  has  had  occasion  to  point  out  that 
it  is  not  possible  to  compare  the  ton-mile  charge  in  the 
territory  complained  of  with  the  charge  in  other  territory, 
where  traffic  is  more  dense  and  the  cost  of  operation  is 
less.'^  The  real  question  in  any  such  complaint  is  the 
reasonableness  of  a  particular  rate  on  the  particular  line 
between  the  particular  points  in  question.  In  testing  such 
a  rate  the  rates  on  the  same  or  adjacent  lines  in  the 
immediate  territory  where  the  same  conditions  exist  are 
of  much  greater  significance  and  afford  a  much  more 
accurate  basis  for  the  Commission's  action.^*  The  fact 
that  tonnage  out  of  the  Twin  Cities  southward  is  heavier 
than  that  of  Sioux  City  northward  was  strongly  urged  in 
justification  of  a  lower  rate,  but  under  the  circumstances 
it  was  held  that  this  fact  would  not  suffice  to  overcome  the 
firmly  established  principle  of  applying  equal  rates  for  equal 
distances  under  similar  operating  conditions,  no  substan- 
tial  dissimilarity   in   this   respect   having   been   shown.  ^^ 

§  588.  Factors  modifying  distance  rates. 

It  is  well  settled  that,  under  the  Act,  competition  may 
be  considered  in  fixing  the  particular  rate;  and,  if  it  may 
be  considered  under  the  Act,  a  fortiori  it  may  influence  the 
rate  at  common  law.^  This  general  problem  is  discussed 
elsewhere;  it  is  enough,  therefore,  to  give  at  this  place  one 
of  the  important  limitations  upon  making  a  through  rate 
less  than  a  local  rate.  An  intermediate  local  rate  should 
never  exceed  the  through  rate  to  the  terminus  of  the  line 
plus  the  local  rate  back  to  the  intermediate  point. ^^  A 
carrier  may  not  properly  or  lawfully  engage  in  transporta- 
tion at  a  rate  less  than  the  cost  of  the  service,  since  to  do 

"Acme  Cement  Plaster  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  112. 
C.  G.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  19.  »  See  Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C, 

«« Dallas  Freight  Bureau  v.  G.  C.  162  U.  S.  197,  40  L.  ed.  940, 16  Sup. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  223.  Ct.  666. 

»»  Sioux  City  Commercial  Club  v.         ^  Martin  v.  So.  P.,  2  I.  C.  C.  1. 
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so  would  place  an  improper  and  unlawful  burden  upon 
other  traffic.  **  The  future  may  compel  greater  recognition 
of  distance  in  the  making  of  rates,  but  the  present  business 
structure  was  not  developed  on  that  principle;  and  if  a 
change  is  to  be  made,  such  change  perforce  must  be  a 
gradual  one.**  Competitive  conditions,  when  shown  to 
exist,  may  justify  the  fixing  of  rates,  which  are  not  in  line 
with  the  rates  to  points  where  such  competition  does  not 
obtain.^  Taking  the  country  as  a  whole,  it  is  still  true 
that  rates  are  not  made  primarily  upon  considerations  of 
mileage,  but  chiefly  in  view  of  competitive  forces  focused 
at  certain  points  where  the  paths  of  commerce  and  the 
routes  of  transportation  meet.*^  Competition  in  commodi- 
ties alone  is  not  a  circumstance  that  will  entitle  a  selling 
point  to  have  an  already  low  rate  made  still  lower  to 
equal  one  at  a  more  distant  point,  which  was  made  to 
meet  competition  of  carriers  and  of  rates  as  well  as  of 
markets  and  products.*^  The  Commission  should  not, 
however,  be  understood  as  holding  that  a  railroad  must 
under  all  circumstances  meet  the  rate  of  its  competitor.^' 
Carriers  cannot  be  compelled,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  meet 
water  competition;  they  do  it  of  their  own  volition,  or 
whenever  the  same  is  potent  enough  to  compel  them  to  do 
so  in  order  to  secure  the  traffic;  in  each  instance  the 
carrier  determines  for  itself  whether  such  water  competi- 
tion has  sufficient  influence  on  the  traffic  to  make  it  reduce 
its  rates. ^*  But,  while  it  is  proper  to  consider  the  effect  of 
a  decision  upon  the  general  rate  adjustment  applying  over 
a  wide  scope  of  territory,  rates  which  discriminate  against 
one  locality  on  a  particular  road  cannot  be  justified  on  the 

"^Bumhamy  Hanna,  Munger  Co.  ^^  Columbia  Chamber  of  Commerce 

V.  C,  R.  L  &  P.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  v.  S.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  339. 

299.  «  Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 

»  Boileau  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  R.  R.,  24  S.  F.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  56. 

I.  C.  C.  129.  «  North  Bros.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 

«  Rainey  &  Rogers  v.  St.   L.  &  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  70. 

S.  F.  R.  R..  18  I.  C.  C.  88.  "  Bainbridge   Board  of  Trade  v. 

L.  H.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  586. 
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ground  that  they  are  part  of  a  general  scheme^  adopted  by 
several  roads  entering  the  same  territory  and  hauling  from 
different  and  unassociated  districts.  ^^ 

§  589.  Comparison  of  through  rates  and  local  rates. 

A  through  rate  may  properly  be  less  than  the  sum  of 
the  locals,  although  the  cost  of  the  service  is  the  same,  if 
the  lower  through  rate  is  forced  by  competition  which  does 
not  affect  the  local  rates.  ^*  This  is  the  reason  that  a 
continuous  haul  cannot  ordinarily  be  as  expensive  as  com- 
bined local  hauls  with  their  additional  terminal  services.*' 
A  carrier  may  even  accept  less  for  through  service  than  a 
reasonable  local  rate.^  In  general,  joint  through  rates  are 
lower  than  the  sum  of  the  locals  between  two  points;  and 
obviously  there  can  very  seldom  be  any  transportation 
reason  why  such  should  not  be  the  case.**  A  joint  through 
rate  in  excess  of  combination  is,  therefore,  presumed  un- 
reasonable.^ And  a  carrier  cannot  attempt  to  recoup 
itself  by  putting  high  locals  on  goods  having  low  through 
in-bound  rates."  Higher  rates  may  be  made  to  points  on  a 
branch  line,  with  proper  limitations,  than  to  main-line 
points."  There  is  a  material  difference  between  a  reason- 
able amount  to  be  added  for  additional  mileage  on  a 
straight-away  long  haul,  and  a  reasonable  allowance  to  be 
added  for  an  out-of-line  haul  which  involves*  two  and 
probably  three  terminal  services.  ^^  The  fact  that  rates  on 
other  parts  of  the  carrier's  system  are  forced  down  by 
competition  to  a  very  low  point,  does  not  justify  a  higher 
rate  to  a  point  located  on  a  branch  line,  since  such  point  is 

'•  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Ck>.  »  Lull  Carriage  Co  v.  C.  K.  &  S. 

V.  S.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  286.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  15,  16. 

*•  R.  R.  Com.  of  Nev.  v.  N.  C.  O.  **  R.  R.  Comm.  of  Louisiana  v. 

Ry.,  22  L  C.  C.  205.  St.  Louis  S.  W.,  23  I.  C.  C.  31. 

^  Kansas-Iowa    Brick    Rates,   28  ^*  Idaho  Commercial  Clubs  v.  O. 

I.  C.  C.  285.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  562. 

^  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  '^  Kansas  City  Transportation  Bu- 

V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  230.  reau  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 

^*  Laning-Harris    Coal    &     Grain  491. 
Co.  V.  MiBsouri  P.  R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  154. 
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entitled  to  the  reasonable  rate  which  its  location  and  other 
advantages  dictate  without  taking  into  account  conditions 
which  bring  about  lower  rates  to  other  points.  *^^  While 
carriers  are  justified  within  proper  limitations  in  making 
somewhat  higher  rates  to  branch-line  points  than  to  main- 
line points,  where  the  same  rate  is  applied  to  all  points 
both  on  the  main  and  branch  lines,  it  is  to  be  tested  as  a 
whole/* 

§  590.  Carriage  in  opposite  directioxis. 

There  is  no  reason  for  requiring  the  same  charge  for 
carriage  between  the  same  points  in  opposite  directions.^ 
Various  factors  which  properly  enter  into  the  rate  may  be 
different  in  the  two  cases.  In  a  case  *^  where  a  higher 
rate  was  charged  for  the  eastward  than  for  the  westward 
carriage,  the  Commission  said:  ^'The  claim  is,  in  substance, 
that  the  rate  of  $350  eastward  is  unreasonable  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  rate  over  the  same  line  and  between  the 
same  points  westward  is  only  $263.  This  fact  alone  is 
relied  upon  to  support  the  charge.  The  two  rates  have  no 
necessary  connection  or  relation,  and  the  fact  that  a  rate 
over  a  road  or  line  in  one  direction  is  materially  higher 
than  the  rate  on  the  same  class  of  traffic  over  the  same 
road  or  line  and  between  the  same  pomts  m  the  opposite 
direction  does  not,  as  in  case  of  hauls  over  the  same  line 
in  the  same  direction,  establish  prima  fade  the  unreason- 
ableness of  the  higher  rate."  On  the  other  hand,  where 
in  the  direction  of  lighter  traffic  a  railroad  is  carrying 
many  empty  cars,  it  will  be  justified  in  lowering  the 
rate  in  order  to  fill  the  cars.  "When  the  preponderance  of 
freight  is  so  largely  in  one  direction  that  the  supply  of 
empty  cars  exceeds  the  demand  for  return  loads  at  full 

''« Board    of    Trade   of    Winston-  *•  Macloon   v.  Boston   &   M.  R. 

Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  642. 

12.  »7  Duncan  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 

**  Idaho     Commercial     Clubs     v.  R.  R.,  6  Int.  Com.  Rep.  85,  102,  4  I. 

O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  562.  C.  C.  385. 
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rates,  it  is  not  unlawful  to  encourage  business  by  affording 
transportation  on  less  profitable  terms."  "  The  fact  that 
a  rate  in  one  direction  is  lower  than  the  rate  in  the  oppo- 
site direction  is  not  of  itself  a  justification  for  advancing 
the  former  rate." 

§  591.  Passenger  fares  generally  on  mileage  basis. 

No  such  principles  generally  prevail  in  establishing 
passenger  fares.  These  are  usually  made  upon  a  mileage 
basis,  and  do  not  decrease  inversely  with  the  distance  as  in 
freight  rates.  This  was  brought  out  in  a  remarkable  case 
before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,^  where  the 
through  interstate  rate  was  found  to  be  more  than  the 
combined  local  intrastate  rates.  The  Commission  ex- 
pressed no  great  disapprobation  of  this,  saying  simply: 
''From  the  local  passenger  tariff  and  distance  table  in 
effect  on  the  Charleston  &  Savannah  Railway  on  and 
after  September  1,  1896,  it  appears  that  interstate  passen- 
ger fares  between  Savannah  and  South  Carolina  points 
commence  with  3  cents  per  mile  to  or  from  Sand  Island, 
S.  C,  20  miles  from  Savannah,  and  with  slight  variations 
increase  with  distance  up  to  a  mileage  rate  of  3.86  cents 
to  Fetteressa,  105  miles  from  Savannah  and  10  miles  from 
Charleston.  The  mileage  rate  between  Savannah  and 
Charleston,  as  stated  above,  is  3.826  cents.  While  in 
freight  service  the  general  rule  is  that  the  rate  per  ton 
per  mile  should  decrease  as  distance  increases,  in  pas- 
senger service  a  single  mileage  rate  for  all  distances  is 
often  found  to  prevail.  It  is  unusual  to  find  either 
freight  or  passenger  rates  per  mile  increase  with  dis- 
tance." •I 


<•  James  v.  East  Tennessee  V.  &  A  Savannah  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  601. 
G.  R.  R.,  2  Int  Com.  Rep.  609,  3         "  Through  passenger  business  can 

I.  C.  C.  Rep.  225.  be  carried  at  lower  rates  than  strictly 

**In  re  Advances  on  Potatoes,  25  local    buaness.      Commercial    Club 

I.  C.  C.  247.  of  Salt  Lake  City  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F. 

^  Savannah  Bureau  v.  Charleston  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  218. 
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Topic  D.    Grouping  Stations  and  Basing  Points 

§  692.  The  system  of  grouping. 

The  raihoad  might  make  a  separate  rate  for  each  station 
on  its  line,  so  that  a  charge  must  be  estabhshed  for  each 
possible  combination  of  two  termini.  This  is  the  natural 
rule,  and  not  an  unreasonable  one.  But  for  various  rea- 
sons it  has  become  usual  to  group  together  for  the  purpose 
of  fixing  rates  a  number  of  neighboring  stations,  and  make 
a  uniform  charge  for  any  station  in  the  group.  The  most 
extensive  blanketing  of  rates  known  applies  in  the  trans- 
continental tariffs,  the  rates,  for  instance,  being  found  in 
one  proceeding  to  be  the  same  to  the  Pacific  Coast  from 
all  points  east  of  Colorado  Common  Point  territory.** 
And  the  Commission  has  said  that  it  is  by  no  means 
certain  that  postage-stamp  rates,  as  applied  to  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  products  of  the  Pacific  Coast  States,  are 
not  upon  the  whole  for  the  general  public  good.*'  It 
should  be  noted  also  that  distance  is  largely  disregarded  in 
so  far  as  the  North  Atlantic  port  differential  adjustments 
are  concerned.*^  So  common  has  this  practice  become, 
that  it  is  often  looked  upon  as  natural;  and  one  city  has 
sometimes  demanded  as  a  right  that  it  should  be  grouped 
with  a  neighboring  city.  For  instance,  Omaha  appUed  to 
the  Commission  to  be  grouped  with  Council  Bluffs  (which 
is  situated  at  the  other  end  of  a  long  and  expensive  bridge 
over  the  Missouri  River),  and  to  be  given  identical  rates 
from  Iowa  points;  but  the  Commission  held  that  there  was 
no  legal  right  to  have  stations  grouped,  and  that  a  differ- 
ence in  rate  was  justified.*^ 

§  593.  Distances  considered  in  grouping. 

All  points  must  be  considered  in  determining  reasonable- 

*^ Arlington    Heights    Fruit    Ex-  '^Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New 

change  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  York  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  24 1. 

149.  C.  C.  55. 

** Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v.  '^Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v. 

C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  Ry.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep. 

195.  386. 
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ness  of  group  rates"  The  propriety  of  a  grouping  must  in 
any  case  depend  on  the  peculiar  facts  and  conditions  upon 
which  it  is  predicated.*^  Any  grouping^  whether  of  rates, 
localities,  or  conunodities  must  not  be  unreasonable  or 
result  in  unjust  discrimination.**  In  every  zone  rate,  the 
near-by  point  pays  a  proportionally  higher  rate  than  a 
more  distant  point.*^  Distance  is  an  important,  but  not 
necessarily  a  controlling  factor,  in  rate  questions;  whether 
or  not  it  is  conclusive  depends  upon  the  facts  in  the  case.^® 
It  does  not  necessarily  follow,  that  a  carrier  not  competing 
for  traffic  in  this  way  thereby  subjects  itself  to  an  order 
compelling  it  to  do  so.^*  If  strictly  distance  rates  were 
applied  to  grain  moving  from  points  of  origin,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  at  a  certain  distance  the  rate  would  be  pro- 
hibitive.^^ Length  of  haul  and  other  transportation  factors 
have  a  more  or  less  definite  relation  to  the  rate  that  a 
carrier  may  reasonably  demand  for  a  transportation  serv- 
ice.^' But  it  has  been  held  that  the  voluntary  extension 
of  reasonable  rates  to  points  much  more  distant  is  not  of 
itself  unlawful.^*  And,  although  it  is  often  said  that  dis- 
tance is  always  a  factor  in  determining  reasonableness  of 
rate,  this  is  always  qualified  by  saying  that  distance  is  not 
necessarily  controlling.^^  It  seems  to  be  agreed  that  larger 
blankets  are  justified  for  longer  distances  than  would 
be  permited  where  shorter  distances  are  involved.^*  When 
carriers  are  given  permission  to  change  from  the  mileage 


«  BeaU  V.  W.  A.  ft  M.  V.  Ry.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  406. 

«  26  I.  C.  C.  616. 

« Sun.  Co.  V.  I.  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  22 
I.  C.  C.  104. 

»  Schmidt  &  Sons  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 
19  I.  C.  C.  636. 

^  Muskogee  Traffic  Bureau  v.  A., 
T.  &  8.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  169. 

^*  Hydraulic  Press  Brick  Co.  v. 
St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  13  I.  C.  C. 
342. 

^*  Kansas  City  Transportation  Bu- 


reau V.  A.,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 

196. 

•  "  Memphis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  I. 

C.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  313. 

^*  Northwest  Leather  Co.  v.  O.  I. 
R.,  21 1.  C.  C.  66. 

'*  Corporation  Commission  of  N. 
C.  V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R. 
303. 

"  Mutual  Rice  Trade  &  Develop- 
ment Ass'n  V.  I.  &  G.  N.  R.  R.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  219. 
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basis  to  the  group  basis  it  is  usually  insisted  that  the  short 
hauls  shall  be  properly  provided  for.'^ 

§  694.  Grouping  must  be  reasonable. 

While  grouping  is  permissible  in  a  proper  case^  it  must 
nevertheless  be  reasonable;  the  Commission  cannot  ap- 
prove a  blanket  rate  which  imposes  upon  any  point  an 
unreasonable  burden.^*  Carriers  have  followed  the  principle 
that  whenever  distance  between  certain  points  constitutes 
a  relatively  small  percentage  of  distance  between  any  of 
those  points  and  ultimate  market,  such  originating  points 
should  be  grouped  for  rate-making  purposes.^  Where 
grouping  is  reasonably  done,  the  shorter  distances  to  the 
markets  may  be  determined  by  the  average  distances 
from  the  points  reached  by  two  or  liiore  systems;  and  where 
there  is  no  such  point  in  a  group  the  distance  should  be 
computed  from  a  point  centrally  located.**  In  stating 
rates  between  remote  sections,  territorial  groups  of  con- 
siderable extent  must  be  employed;  and  differences  in 
distance  of  several  hundred  miles  are  frequently  disre- 
garded under  the  blanket  plan  of  rate  making.*^  The 
boundary  line  to  mark  the  limits  of  application  of  blankets 
rates  may  not  be  so  artificially  drawn  as  to  subject  ship- 
pers immediately  outside  the  favored  zone  to  unjust 
discrimination.*^  Even  when  grouping  is  resorted  to  in 
order  to  preserve  competition  in  commodities,  as  where 
railroads  entering  New  York  grouped  the  stations  which 
supplied  the  city  with  milk,  it  was  held  that  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  make  a  uniform  rate  for  all  milk  stations 
to  New  York,  but  reasonable  to  establish  zones  at  proper 
intervals  by  which  all  milk  from  stations  up  to  a  certain 
distance,  say  40  miles,  should  pay  the  same  rate,  then  all 

"  In  re  Advances  on  Cottonseed  ^  Superior    Commerciai    Club   v. 

Products,  25  I.  C.  C.  237.  a  N.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  342. 

"  Switzer  Lumber  Co.  v.  K.  C.  S.  *'  In  re  Advances  on  Barley,  24 

Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  611.  I.  C.  C.  664. 

™  Rates  on  News  Print  Paper  from  »*  Southern  Furniture  Mfrs  Aas'n 

Sault  Ste.  Marie,  Ont.,  26  I.  C.  C.  13.  v.  S.  Ry.,  25 1.  C.  C.  379. 
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milk  originating  in  the  zone  from  40  miles  to  60  miles  a 
slightly  higher  rate^  and  so  on.^'  The  Commission  has 
often  approved  blanket  rates  covering  wide  areas,  but 
always  with  the  reservation  either  that  no  one  was  ob- 
jecting, or  that  a  substantial  reason  for  that  adjustment 
had  been  shown.^^  And  in  a  recent  proceeding  the  blanket 
system  of  making  rates  on  wool  from  the  west  to  eastern 
points  was  ordered  broken  up  and  graded  rates  established.*^ 

§  696.  Testing  reasonableness  of  grouping. 

Whether  or  not  the  grouping  of  points  of  origin  or  points 
of  destination  constitutes  undue  or  unjust  discrimination, 
must  be  determined  from  the  facts  in  each  case.^  In  all 
cases  of  blanket  or  group  rates,  there  is  of  necessity  more 
or  less  disregard  of  distance,  and  varying  degrees  of  in- 
equality, but  such  inequalities  are  not  of  necessity  un- 
reasonable or  unjust,  when  the  situation  is  viewed  from 
every  standpoint,  taking  into  account  all  interests.*^  Be- 
cause the  revenue  per  ton  per  mile  yielded  by  rates  from 
farther  distant  points  is  less  than  that  yielded  by  rates  from 
a  shorter  distant  point,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that 
the  latter  is  subjected  to  unjust  discrimination.^  The 
unreasonableness  of  a  rate  cannot  be  established  by  com- 
paring it  with  the  rate  to  a  point  situated  at  the  farther 
edge  of  territory  taking  a  blanket  rate,  when  the  purpose 
of  the  comparison  is  to  show  the  rates  charged  with  re- 
spect to  distances  involved  are  unfair.**  It  is  inevitable 
that  in  every  blanket  or  zone  rate,  the  near-by  point  pays 
a  proportionally  higher  rate  than  the  more  distant  point.^ 
In  comparison  with,  or  in  passing  upon  the  reasonable- 

"  Mills  Producers  Aas'n  v.  D.,  L.  "  Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v. 

&  W.  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  92.  T.  8.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  323. 

*^ Transportation   Bureau  of  Wi-  "Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 

chita  V.  St.  L.  &  8.  F.  R.  R.,  23  1.  C.  C,  C,  C.  &  8t.  L.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 

C.  679.  504. 

**In  re  Transportation  of  Wool,  "Bash  Fertiliser  Co.  v.  Wabash 

ffides  and  Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  151.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  522. 

"  Muskogee    Traffic    Bureau    v.  "  Schmidt  &  Sons  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

A.,  T.  &  8.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  169.  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  535. 
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ness  of,  a  blanket  rate  neither  extreme  of  the  group  should 
be  considered,  but  rather  a  fair  average.**  As  long  as 
rates  are  made  under  the  group  system,  the  distance 
theory  must  be  modified.*^  In  passing  upon  reasonableness 
of  a  blanket  rate,  the  rate  to  the  nearest  point  must  be  offset 
against  that  to  the  more  distant  point.*'  E}3d;ravagant 
rates  ought  not  to  be  imposed  upon  90  per  cent  of  traffic 
in  group  upon  pretext  that  more  favorable  rate  is  granted 
to  other  10  per  cent.*^  Under  its  enlarged  powers  the 
Commission  has  held  a  blanket  adjustment  under  which 
rates  from  the  east  are  higher  to  Spokane  than  to  Pacific 
Coast  terminals  held  to  be  violation  of  the  Act,  so  far  as 
they  exceed  certain  zone  rates  prescribed  by  the  Com- 
mission.*^ But  no  reason  was  apparent  to  the  Commission 
in  a  recent  proceeding  for  disturbing  blanket  arrangement 
under  which  rates  on  hides  from  California  to  Michigan 
are  as  high  as  rates  from  California  to  the  Atlantic  sea- 
board.** 

§  696.  Uniform  rate  to  a  group  of  stations. 

Although  it  may  be  conceded  that  a  slightly  greater 
profit  will  be  made  on  a  traffic  passing  to  the  nearest 
grouped  point  than  to  the  furthest  point,  the  difference, 
if  the  stations  are  properly  grouped,  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  make  the  arrangement  illegal.  It  is  clear  that  the  group- 
ing must  be  so  managed  that  the  rate  to  the  nearest  point 
will  not  be  unreasonable  in  itself,  and  the  rate  to  the 
furthest  point  will  be  remunerative.  Grouping  is  often 
justified  in  order  to  preserve  competition  in  commodities 
carried  to  market,  where  a  strict  mileage  rate  would  give 

'^Oregon  &  Washington  Lumber  ** SouthweBtem  Missouri  Millers' 

M7rs  Co.  V.  S.  P.  Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  Club  v.  M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C. 

389.  R.  422. 

»« McCloud  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  ••  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry., 

S.  P.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  89.  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  400. 

»=»  Commercial  Club  of  Salt  Lake  «  Northwestern  Leather  Co.  v.  O. 

City  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  L  C.  C.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R. 

R.  218.  66. 
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too  great  an  advantage  to  the  commodities  produced  at 
the  nearest  point  to  the  market.  Upon  broad  gromids  of 
public  policy,  this  is  permitted  in  order  to  best  develop 
the  resources  of  the  country.  Upon  these  principles  it 
was  held  reasonable  to  group  all  the  mines  in  a  certain 
locality,  such  as  the  Lehigh  anthracite  coal  region.^^ 
These  general  principles  are  well  set  forth  in  the  quotation 
which  follows.*®  "It  is  said  by  way  of  argument  that 
there  is  an  inherent  mjustice  in  carrying  the  product 
of  one  locality  at  a  less  rate  than  that  of  another  which 
lies  nearer  to  the  common  market,  because  in  that  case 
the  nearer  shipper  pays  a  part  of  the  expense  of  trans- 
porting the  freight  of  his  rival  a  longer  distance  upon  the 
same  tram.  This  result  does  not  necessarily  follow,  how- 
ever. In  cases  where  the  rate  is  sufficiently  high  to  afford 
a  reasonable  profit  upon  each  portion  of  the  traffic  by 
itself,  there  are  no  losses  upon  the  longer  portion  of  the 
route  to  be  made  up  by  overcharges  upon  the  remainder." 

§  597.  Commutation  rates  for  suburban  passengers. 

In  the  case  of  fares  for  passengers  the  system  of  grouping 
finds  its  scope  in  the  rates  given  commuters,  and  the  prin- 
ciples under  discussion  apply  well  to  passenger  fares  as  to 
freight  rates.  The  Act  itself,  by  express  proviso,  permits 
the  issuance  of  commutation  tickets.  It  cannot  be  said, 
therefore,  that  such  rates  are  discriminatory  in  themselves, 
either  against  persons  paying  regular  fares,  or  places  out- 
side the  territory  covered  by  such  a  system  of  rates.** 
Ordinarily  the  price  of  commutation  tickets,  and  the  con- 
ditions upon  which  they  are  sold,  as  well  as  the  distance 
to  which  they  shall  extend,  are  matters  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  carrier.  But  here,  as  elsewhere,  the  final 
word  is  with  the  Commission,  as  to  all  matters  connected 

^  Coxe  V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.,  3     York,  L.  E.  A  W.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  460,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.      Rep.  162,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  272. 
535.  **Sprigg  v.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R. 

**  Walker,  Com.,  in  Howell  v.  New      R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  443;  see  also  Beall  v. 

W.  A.  &  M.  V.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  406. 
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with  these  charges,  as  in  the  case  of  other  fares.  Thus, 
the  Coinmission  has  been  deciding  all  along  that  the  system 
of  commutation  fares  is  not  in  itself  unduly  prejudiciaL^ 
The  most  important  action  of  the  Commission  in  r^ard 
to  this  matter  has  been  its  recent  course  in  rdation  to  the 
interstate  commutation  rates  in  the  region  surrounding  the 
city  of  New  York.  In  the  earlier  case  the  fares  for  New 
Jersey  commuters  were  very  fully  treated.^  And  in  the 
lat^  case  it  was  held  by  that  comparison  with  other  fares 
the  commutation  fares  of  the  New  York,  New  Haven  & 
Hartford  from  points  in  Connecticut  into  New  York 
City  were  unreasonable,  except  as  to  certain  stations.' 


§  598.  How  basing  points  are 

Instead  of  grouping  stations  about  a  competitive  point 
and  chargii^  a  uniform  rate,  it  is  more  customary  now  to 
fix  a  certain  rate  to  the  competitive  point  (called  the  bas- 
ing point),  and  to  fix  rates  to  other  points  in  the  group 
by  adding  in  each  case  to  the  basing  rate  the  local  rate 
from  that  point  to  the  station  in  question.  Such  a  com- 
bination rate  is  on  the  face  of  it  unreasonable,  and  it  will 
be  closely  scrutinized.  The  competitive  rate  to  the  basing 
point  plus  the  local  is  at  any  rate  the  extreme  limit  of 
charge.^  A  basing  point  was  in  a  recent  proceeding  before 
the  Commission  described  by  defendants'  witness  as  '^  where 
there  is  considerable  freight. '*  ^  The  fact  that  a  city  is  a 
Mississippi  River  gateway  considered  in  determining  the 
reasonableness  of  its  rates.^    Where  the  establishment  of  a 


I  Boyle  V.  G.  F.  A  O.  D.  R.  R.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  232;  see  also  Byzer  v.  W.  Va. 
Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  406. 

'Commutation  Rate  Case,  21  I. 
C.  C.  428;  see  also  Suburban  Rate 
Cases,  26  I.  C.  C.  398. 

I  Commutation  Rate  Case,  27  I. 
C.  C.  549;  this  proceeding  has  no 
relation  to  similar  proceedinij^s  in 
the  interstate  rates. 
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*  Trammell  v.  Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  4 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C.  324; 
Cordele  Machine  Shop  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  361;  Gustin  v. 
Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C. 
277;  Board  of  Trade  v.  Central  of 
Ga.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  142. 

*  Arkansas  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  St.  L., 
1.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  266. 

•City  of  Montezuma  v.  C.  of  G. 
Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  280. 
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basing  point  system  is  justified  by  the  circumstances 
affecting  the  rating  of  traffic  at  the  point  in  question, 
an  additional  charge  may  properly  be  made  for  a  back 
haulJ  According  to  the  present  doctrines  of  the  Commis- 
sion it  does  not  follow  that  joint  through  rates  over  long 
distance  to  local  or  non-competitive  points  shall  now  be 
made  by  adding  to  basing  point  rates  either  the  full  locals 
or  high  differentials;  on  the  contrary  in  making  joint 
through  rates  on  such  traffic  it  is  insisted  that  differentials 
or  arbitraries  above  rates  to  basing  points  should  bear 
some  reasonable  relation  to  total  distances  involved.^  It 
will  be  noted,  therefore,  that,  under  the  basing  point 
system,  the  key  to  the  making  of  the  rate  is  "the  rate 
breaking  pomt,''  which  will  necessarily  command  the 
jobbing  busmess  of  the  tributary  territory .•  As  the  law 
stands,  therefore,  a  rate  to  and  from  aa  intermediate 
point,  higher  by  the  local  than  the  in-bound  rate  to  a 
trade  center,  will  not  necessarily  be  condemned.*®  An 
illustration  of  the  working  of  the  basing  point  system 
may  be  seen  in  a  recent  proceeding  when  it  appeared  that 
the  rate  to  Douglas  from  the  west  is  made  up  of  the  rate 
to  Brunswick  plus  the  rate  from  Brunswick  back  to  Doug- 
las, these  rates  being  determined  by  competition  of  water 
lines  from  the  eastern  ports  and  rail  lines  through  the 
Virginia  gateways."  Likewise  it  transpired  in  another 
proceeding  that  class  and  commodity  rates  to  Texarkana 
from  certain  territory  are  made  by  adding  differentials  to 
the  rates  from  St.  Louis  or  Kansas  City,  which  are  taken 
as  basing  rates. '^  The  Ohio  River  crossings  are  basing 
points  for  rates  to  points  north,  and  reduction  in  rates 
at  crossings  will  cause  change  in  joint  rates  to  beyond.*^ 

'  Speigle  V.  S.  Ry.,  25 1.  C.  C.  71.  ^^  Mayor  &  Council  of  Dougbs  v. 

*  Board  of  Trade  of  CarroUton  v.  A.  B.  &  A.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  445. 
C.  of  G.  Ry.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  154.  "  Texarkana   Freight   Bureau   v. 

•  Wichita  B.  of  T.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  A  S.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  569. 
Ry.,  30  I.  C.  C.  36.  "  Davis  Bros.  Lumber  Co.,  Ltd., 

»  Durham  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.      v.  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
37.  267. 
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And  similarly  the  Missouri  River  is  taken  as  the  basing 
point  in  establishing  proportional  rates  to  interior  cities  of 
Iowa." 


§  599.  Whether  basing  points  ji 

It  was  not  imtil  several  years  after  the  passage  of  the 
Act  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  held  that 
this  system  of  making  rates  upon  basing  points  was  l^al. 
It  should  be  noted  that  at  first  after  the  passing  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act,  it  was  believed  that  section  4 
would  automatically  prevent  the  reducing  of  a  rate  for  a 
long  haul  below  that  for  a  shorter  haul  included  in  it;  and, 
therefore,  competitive  points  were  grouped  with  a  number 
of  intermediate  points,  so  that  the  carrier  might  compete 
without  reducing  his  charge  below  intermediate  charges. 
But  as  soon  as  it  was  decided  that  a  carrier  might  in  case 
of  competition  reduce  the  charges  for  a  long  haul  below 
those  for  a  short  haul,  this  has  become  unnecessary,  and 
the  competitive  points  are  now  made  basing  points.^*  In 
the  leading  case  justifying  the  basing  point  systems  it 
appeared  in  the  record  that  rates  to  non-competitive 
Georgia  towns  were  arrived  at  by  taking  the  Atlanta  rate 
and  adding  to  it  the  local  rate  back.  The  result  of  this  was 
to  make  a  higher  rate  in  each  case  for  the  shorter  haul;  but 
all  the  rates  were  lower  than  they  would  be  if  the  nearest 
competitive  point  to  the  west,  Montgomery,  had  been 
taken  as  the  basing  point.  The  court  upheld  the  rates, 
Mr.  Justice  White  saying:  "  "It  having  been  established 


^*  Interior  Iowa  Cities  Case,  28 
I.  C.  C.  64. 

»»Ea8t  Tenn.,  Va.  A  Ga.  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
181  U.  S.  1,  45  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
516. 

From  basing  points,  through  rates 
to  ports  are  made  by  adding  to  rate 
to  basing  point,  an  "arbitrary." 
Aransas  Pass  Channel  &  Dock  Co. 
V.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  403. 
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See  further  as  to  rate  structure 
under  a  basing  system,  La  Grange  C. 
of  C.  V.  A.  &  W.  R.  R.,  28 1.  C.  C.  178. 

^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  190 
U.  S.  273,  47  L.  ed.  1047,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
687. 

It  is  under  the  theory  of  the  pro- 
pnety  of  reducing  rates  to  meet 
competition  at  certain  points  that 
the  basing  point  system  of  rate  mak- 
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that  competition  aflfecting  rates  existing  at  a  particular 
point  (Atlanta)  produced  the  dissimilarity  of  circumstances 
and  conditions  contemplated  by  the  4th  section  of  the 
Act,  we  think  it  inevitably  followed  that  the  railway 
companies  had  a  right  to  take  the  lower  rate  prevailing  at 
Atlanta  as  a  basis  for  the  charge  made  to  places  in  territory 
contiguous  to  Atlanta,  and  to  ask,  in  addition  to  the  low 
competitive  rate,  the  local  rate  from  Atlanta  to  such 
places,  provided  thereby  no  increased  charges  resulted 
over  those  which  would  have  been  occasioned  if  the  low 
rate  to  Atlanta  had  been  left  out  of  view/' 

§  600.  Determinatioii  of  base  rate. 

The  Commission  may  examine  into  the  elements  from 
which  a  rate  is  constructed,  and,  if,  as  in  one  of  the  earlier 
cases,  it  finds  that  the  base  rates  of  $4  per  100  pounds  from 
Omaha  to  Denver  and  of  $4.25  per  100  pounds  from  Den- 
ver to  Ogden  are  excessive  it  may  take  action  thereon.  ^^ 
Thereafter  such  a  rate  becomes  adjudicated  for  other 
purposes;  and  it  will  be  urged,  for  example,  that  the  38- 
cent  rate  from  Chattanooga  to  New  York  is  ''an  ad- 
judicated basic  rate''  and  as  high  as  it  reasonably  might 
be.^^  The  Conmiission  has  recently  held  that  a  rate 
adjustment  under  which  cement  rates  are  blanketed  over 
a  minimum  distance  of  213  miles  and  over  a  maximmn 
distance  of  475  miles,  is  not  necessarily  to  be  condemned.  ^* 
And,  indeed,  differences  in  distance  of  much  more  than 
264  miles  are  frequently  disregarded  under  the  blanket 
plan  of  making  transcontinental  rates.  ^  The  Commission 
recognizes  the  difference  in  the  rate  adjustment  east  and 

ing  may  be  defended  against  the  alle-  ^^  Kindel  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.,  11 

gation  of  undue  preference  as  between  I.  C.  C.  475. 

localities.    Board  of  Trade  of  Carroll-  "Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  S.   Ry., 

ton  V.  C.  of  G.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  154.  26  I.  C.  C.  159. 

The  fact  that  a  city  is  a  Mississippi  ''  In  re  Advances  on  Cement,  24 

River  gateway  is  considered  in  bas-  I.  C.  C.  209. 

ing  the  rate.     Montezuma  v.  C.  of  ^In  re  Advances  on  Barley,  24 

Ga.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  280.  L  C.  C.  664. 
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west  of  the  Mississippi  River,  and  has  held  that  the  basis 
obtaining  west  may  properly  be  on  a  higher  scale  than 
that  obtaining  east.^^  And  Chicago^  because  of  traffic 
conditions  imperatively  demanding  recognition,  has  been 
recognized  as  a  natural  point  for  breaking  rates.  ^^  In  all 
rate  groups  there  must  necessarily  be  a  more  or  less 
abrupt  "rate  hump"  as  between  the  most  distant  point  in 
one  group  and  the  nearest  point  in  the  adjoining  group.^^ 
Group  rates  being  based  on  distance,  the  difference  should 
decrease  as  the  distance  to  points  of  destination  increase; 
and  as  between  points  embraced  within  the  same  group 
the  percentage  of  distance  over  or  under  the  average 
distance  of  the  group  to  point  of  destination  should  not  be 
excessive."  On  the  other  hand,  when  the  basing  point 
is  established  at  certain  common  points,  with  differential 
rates  added  for  other  points,  there  is  a  possibility  of  dis- 
crimination.^^ If  the  complaining  places  are  all  in  active 
competition  with  the  near-by  basing  points,  and  are  ad- 
versely affected  by  the  advantages  which  the  latter  enjoy 
in  the  matter  of  freight  rates,  the  matter  deserves  scru- 
tiny.^ It  may  be  noted  as  an  illustration  of  the  distinc- 
tion between  these  opposed  systems  of  rate  making  that 
rates  east  of  the  Missouri  River  are  blanketed  with  respect 
to  non-water  competitive  freight,  but  not  as  to  rates  affected 
by  water  competition.^ 

§  601.  Extent  of  power  over  grouping. 

As  the  carriers  have  evidently  considered  at  all  times  in 
their  rate  making  that  certain  economic  conditions  exist 
which  require  grouping,  the  Commission  cannot  ignore 
these  conditions  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  rates 

"  In  re  Advances  on  Apples,  24  I.  aon  Docket  38  and  38  A,  21  I.  C.  C. 

C.  C.  38.  R.  691. 

»  Globe  Milling  Go.  v.  G.,  M.  &  St.  >*  Texas  Gommon  Points  Gase. 

P.  Ry.,  24  I.  G.  G.  694.  «  Pelham  v.  A.  G.  L.  R.  R.,  28 

»  Taylor  v.  N.  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  G.  G.  I.  G.  G.  433. 
613.  ^  Transcontinental       Gommodity 

*^  In  re  Investigation  and  Suspen-  Rates,  West  Bound,  26  I.  G.  G.  456. 
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prevailing  for  various  points  within  the  group.  ^  Indeed, 
it  has  been  said  repeatedly  that  group  rates  not  infre- 
quently are  the  most  just,  and  promote  the  highest  degree 
of  healthy  competition.®  As  a  matter  of  poUcy  the  system 
of  grouping  should  be  encouraged,  and  growers  should 
have  as  free  and  unrestricted  a  field  as  possible  in  which 
to  establish  their  credit  and  purchase  the  supplies  neces- 
sary to  conduct  their  business.^  It  is  plainly  imdesirable 
to  disturb  a  method  of  rate  making,  long  established  and 
generally  satisfactory,  without  convincing  proof  of  its 
injustice.'^  The  rate  structure  as  worked  out  in  practice 
will  ordinarily  make  rates  break  at  ports  and  on  the 
banks  of  rivers;  but  to  have  rates  break  at  a  particular 
point,  even  if  conditions  are  much  the  same,  is  not  an 
inherent  rate  right. '^  The  Commission  has  conceded  that 
a  governmental  authority  has  not  the  same  latitude  in 
fixing  blanket  rates  as  the  carriers  themselves.**  But  it 
has  said  shrewdly  that  if  the  courts  should  rule  that  the 
Conunission  had  no  authority  to  establish  blanket  rates 
in  territory,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  carriers 
are  without  authority.  ^^  However,  the  Commission  went 
ahead  prescribing  rates  which  would  presumably  result  in 
blanketing  the  points  of  origin  between  localities  men- 
tioned.*^ And  while  the  Commission  often  approved 
blanket  rates,  blanket  rates  have  been  condemned  where 
they  result  in  unreasonable  charges.**  Until  very  recently 
the  Commission  felt  it  would  be  inopportune  to  proceed 
upon  the  theory  that  it  had  power  to  establish  a  blanket 
rate  generally  applicable.*^    But  after  the  decision  in  the 

"Victor  Mfg  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  27  »«R.  R.  Commission  of  Nev.   v. 

I.  C.  C.  661.  S.  P.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  238. 

"  Waukesha  Lime  A  Stone  Co.  v.  »*  Lawrence-Wardenburg    Co.    v. 

C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  515.  S.  P.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  638. 

»  Concentration  of  Cotton,  26  I.  »» Stacy  A  Sona  v.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R., 

C.  C.  685.  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  136. 

'^Acme   Cement   Plaster   Co.   v.  "Commercial  Club  of  S.   L.   v. 

L.  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  30.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  218. 

»'  Commercial  Club  of  Duluth  v.  ^  Arlington    Heights    Fruit    Ex- 

B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  639.  change  v.  S.  P.,  22  I.  C.  C.  149. 
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Lemon  Rates  Case,*^  it  was  obvious  that  if  it  acted  with 
due  caution,  it  would  be  safe  to  follow  out  the  zone  policy 
when  the  conditions  were  favorable.  And  in  the  Inter- 
mountain  Rates  Case,^  it  would  seem  to  have  been  made 
sufficiently  clear  that  the  Commission  can  give  relief  by 
establishing  zones,  if  that  is  appropriate. 

§  602.  Creation  of  a  market  by  preferential  rates. 

Only  to  a  certain  extent  the  carrier  may  be  allowed  to 
favor  a  new  town,  and  thereby  create  a  new  market  and 
stimulate  competition.^  "The  Louisville  &  Nashville 
insists  that  the  near-by  market  of  Pensacola  is  entitled  to 
all  of  this  great  advantage.  It  claims  that  the  lower  rates 
to  Pensacola  were  necessary  to  create  a  market  there  for 
these  stores,  and,  further,  that  the  carriage  to  Pensacola  is 
only  part  of  its  haul  on  the  great  majority  of  the  ship- 
ments, while  on  shipments  to  Savannah  it  can  only  have 
the  short  haul  to  River  Junction,  where  it  must  turn  the 
traffic  over  to  one  of  its  connecting  roads.  Whatever 
difference  in  rates  may  have  seemed  necessary  at  the 
outset  to  create  a  demand  in  the  Pensacola  market,  it  is 
apparent  now,  after  several  years'  trial,  that  the  rates  to 
Savannah  as  compared  with  the  Pensacola  rates  give  an 
unwarranted  advantage  to  Pensacola.  In  endeavoring  to 
build  up  a  near-by  market  at  Pensacola,  and  so  furnish 
these  products  with  a  market  in  addition  to  the  one 
existing  at  Savannah,  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  was 
acting  in  the  interest  of  producers  of  and  dealers  in  naval 
stores  on  its  Pensacola  &  Atlantic  division.  It  went  be- 
yond this,  however,  and  so  controlled  the  adjustment  of 

^  Interstate   Commerce   Commit-  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  377,  aflBrmed  in 

sion  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  231  U.  S.  118  Fed.  613. 

736,  34  Sup.  Ct.  316.  No    jobbing    point    is     entitled, 

*•  United  States  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  through  unfair  rate  adjustment,  to 

Ry.,   234   U.   S.   476,   34   Sup.  Ct.  supremacy  in  a  particular  consuming 

986.  territory.    Billings  Chamber  of  Com- 

^  Savannah  Bureau  of  Freight  &  merce  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C. 

Transportation  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  C.  71. 
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rates  to  the  two  markets  as  to  give  Pensacola  a  practical 
monopoly  of  the  trade.  A  carrier  cannot  lawfully  estab- 
lish and  maintain  an  adjustment  of  rates  which  in  practice 
prevents  shippers  on  its  line  from  availing  themselves  of  a 
principal  market  which  they  have  long  been  using;  and 
confers  a  substantial  monopoly  upon  a  new  market  in 
which,  for  reasons  of  its  own,  it  has  greater  interest.  That 
is  what  has  been  done  in  this  case."  *^ 


§  603.  Equalizing  manufactures  in  different  localities. 

To  a  certain  extent  subject  to  many  Umltations  dis- 
cussed elsewhere,  a  railroad  management  may  equalize 
the  access  of  manufacturers  in  different  near-by  localities  to 
their  sources  of  supply  so  that  all  may  compete  upon 
equal  terms  in  common  markets.  That  this  tends  to  pro- 
mote distribution  of  manufacturing  industries,  which  has 
its  advantages,  may  be  admitted,  but  the  extent  to  which 
the  common  carrier  may  be  permitted  to  play  the  part  of  a 
beneficent  despot  is  a  question.  The  Commission  has 
never  approved  a  group  system  which  imposed  upon  any 
part  of  group  an  unjust  and  unreasonable  or  unduly  dis- 
criminating transportation  charge. '^^  It  has  held,  for  ex- 
ample, in  regard  to  any  basing  system  that  the  intermediate 
rate  should  not  exceed  the  long-distance  rate,  plus  a  rea- 
sonable local  charge  from  the  more  remote  point  back  to 
intermediate  point,  and  should,  perhaps,  in  some  cases  be 
even  less."  In  a  territoiy  under  the  basing  point  system, 
rates  to  a  complaining  point,  made  by  a  combination  of  the 


*^  The  Commission  has  repeatedly 
reoognized  and  approved  the  group- 
ing of  points,  within  reasonable 
limits.  Stiritz  v.  N.  O.  M.  &  C.  R. 
R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  578. 

Every  city  is  entitled  to  the  ad- 
vantage of  its  location,  and  may  not 
lawfully  be  subjected  to  high  freight 
charges  merely  because  carriers  for 
reasons  of  convenience  or  otherwise 
include  it  with  a  number  of  other 


points  in  surrounding  territory,  which 
latter  points  are  not  similarly  situ- 
ated. Corporation  Commission  of 
North  Carolina  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  303;  decision  of  Commis- 
don  sustuned,  N.  &  W.  Ry.  v.  U.  S., 
195  Fed.  953. 

«' Southwestern  M.  Millers'  Club 
V.  M.,  K.  A  T.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  422. 

*■  Bluefield  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519. 
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through  rate  to  the  nearest  trade  center  and  the  local 
beyond  need  not,  under  the  construction  of  the  fourth 
section  of  the  act  by  the  Supreme  Court,  be  reduced  to  the 
basis  of  every  neighboring  point  of  like  distance,  when  the 
other  points  have  the  advantage  of  water  or  other  com- 
petition.^^ And,  indeed,  the  authorities  are  now  quick  to 
appreciate  that  the  rapid  increase  of  rates  as  the  point  of 
production  is  removed  from  base  points  presents  an 
anomaly  in  rate  making  which  calls  for  explanation.^^ 
And  the  Commission  has  laid  it  down  that,  if  the  basing 
point  system  is  adopted,  it  must  be  applied  alike  to  all 
places  where  real  dissimilarity  of  circumstances  or  con- 
trolling competition  do  not  exist.  ^*  Thus  where  three 
towns  are  strong  competitors,  it  is  important  to  have  a 
common  rate,  if  the  conditions  justify  it.^^  And  it  is 
improper  to  place  a  particular  commodity  in  a  given  zone 
without  due  regard  to  geographical  boundaries  of  produc- 
tion.^ It  is  realized,  however,  that  blanket  or  group  rates 
in  many  cases  are  of  great  advantage  to  the  public  without 
serious  injustice  to  any  interest,  though  there  is  of  neces- 
sity more  or  less  disregard  of  distance  and  varying  degrees 
of  inequality.^  A  basing  point  is  established  that  all 
roads  might  share  in  the  business  and  all  shippers  be 
given  opportunity  to  compete  in  conmion  markets.^ 
Indeed,  the  chief  justification  for  a  blanket  rate  is  that  it 
places  all  producers  on  the  same  footing  at  a  market.^^ 

**  Commercial  &  I.  Ass'n  of  Union         ^  Ferguson  Saw  Mill  Co.  v.  St. 

Springs  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  12  I.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry..  18  I.  C.  C.  391. 
C.  C.  372.  «  Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v. 

«  Florida  F.  &  V.  S.  P.  Ass'n  v.  Tioga  Southeastern  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  11.  323. 

*  Columbia  Grocery  Co.  v.  L.  A         "Avery    Manufacturing    Co.    v. 

N.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  502.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F-Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  20. 

^Railroad  Commissioners  of  Fla.         '^Ferguson  Saw  Mill  Co.  v.  St. 

V.  S.  A.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  1.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  396. 
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PREVENTION  OF  DISCRIMINATION 
PART  I— WHAT  CONSTITUTES  DISCRIMINATION 


CHAPTER  Xm 

GENERAL  FRINCIPLBS  RELATING  TO  DISCRIMINATION 

§  610.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
611.  Development  of  the  rule  against  discrimination. 

To-pic  A.  Successive  Theories  as  to  Discritninaiion 

§  612.  Nothing  but  reasonableness  once  required. 

613.  No  rule  against  discrimination  as  such. 

614.  Later  rule  against  unreasonable  differences. 

615.  Outright  discrimination  next  condemned. 

616.  Exclusiveness  of  the  privilege  creates  discrimination. 

617.  Special  concessions  from  established  rates. 

618.  Complainant  charged  more  than  regular  rates. 

619.  All  discrimination  forbidden  by  the  better  view. 

620.  Necessity  for  the  rule  against  discrimination. 

621.  Rule  forbidding  personal  discrimination. 

622.  Public  injury  by  discriminations  in  freight  rates. 

623.  Policy  of  the  Act. 

Topic  B.  What  Constitutes  Statutory  IHscriminaiion 

§  624.  What  amounts  to  a  rebate. 

625.  Prohibition  of  special  rates. 

626.  Explanation  of  this  policy. 

627.  What  discrimination  is  forbidden. 

628.  D^>arture  from  published  rate. 

629.  Sanctity  of  the  scheduled  rate. 

630.  Devices  for  concealing  preference  unavailing. 

631.  Certain  unlawful  devices  considered. 

632.  Schemes  to  cover  discrimination. 

633.  Criminal  provisions  for  discrimination. 

634.  What  intent  is  necessary. 

635.  Civil  liability  for  discrimination. 
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Topic  C.  Established  Exceptions  to  Rule 

§  636.  Public  wrong  in  giving  free  passes. 

637.  Passes  prima  facie  discrimination. 

638.  Reductions  for  general  classes. 

639.  Whether  statutory  exceptions  are  exclusive. 

640.  Special  forms  of  passenger  tickets. 

641.  Concession  for  government  business. 

642.  Reduction  for  charitable  purpose. 

643.  Transportation  for  the  carrier  itself. 

644.  Sale  and  delivery  of  commodities. 

645.  Policy  of  the  commodities  clause. 

646.  Carriage  for  other  companies. 

647.  No  obligation  to  grant  such  concessions. 

648.  Collateral  results  of  illegal  discrimination. 

Topic  D.  Other  Considerations  for  RediLctions 

§  649.  Other  consideration  formerly  considered  dissimilar  circumstance. 

650.  Whether  indefinite  considerations  can  be  a  basis. 

651.  Concessions  to  those  who  deal  with  the  carrier. 

652.  Fostering  the  interests  of  the  carrier. 

653.  Barter  of  transportation  forbidden. 

654.  Inconsistent  contracts  held  unavailing. 

655.  Continuing  contracts  no  justification. 

656.  Whether  executed  contracts  are  different. 

657.  Preference  in  certain  services  permissible. 

658.  What  favors  constitute  discrimination. 

659.  Where  service  of  different  character. 

660.  Where  no  public  service  involved. 

§  610.  Provisioiis  of  the  Act 

One  of  the  chief  objects  of  the  passing  the  original  Act 
was  to  make  it  clear  that  discrimination  between  persons 
shipping  goods  under  like  conditions  was  illegal.  At  that 
time  the  decisions  in  the  courts  of  the  States  were  in 
conflict;  and  it  was  even  doubtful  whether  there  was  any 
rule  generally  applicable  against  rebating  in  the  case  of 
interstate  shipments.  Every  addition  since  that  time  to 
the  law  has  been  in  the  line  of  additional  remedies  to 
prevent  rebating;  but  the  rule  against  it  was  made  plain 
enough  in  the  original  Act,  section  2,  which,  together 
with  certain  clauses  in  section  3  hereafter  discussed,  relate 
particularly  to  discrimination  between  shippers.  This 
section  provided  in  sweeping  terms  that  if  any  common 
[530  J 


General  Principles  [  §  611 

carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall,  directly 
or  indirectly,  by  any  special  rate,  rebate,  drawback,  or 
other  device,  charge,  demand,  collect,  or  receive  from  any 
person  or  persons  a  greater  or  less  compensation  for  any 
service  rendered,  or  to  be  rendered,  in  the  transportation 
of  passengers  or  property,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  than  it  charges,  demands,  collects,  or  receives 
from  any  other  person  or  persons  for  doing  for  him  or 
them  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  in  the  trans- 
portation of  a  like  kind  of  traffic  under  substantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  such  common  carriers 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination,  which  is 
hereby  prohibited  and  declared  to  be  unlawful.  There  are 
specific  provisions  of  the  older  section  22,  and  the  newer 
paragraph  added  to  section  1,  relating  to  free  transporta- 
tion or  carriage  at  reduced  rates  for  certain  classes  or 
purposes  in  the  case  of  persons  and  goods.  Generally 
speaking,  such  concessions  may  still  be  made  for  govern- 
mental purposes  and  other  community  interests.  And 
free  passes  may,  furthermore,  still  be  given  by  carriers  to 
its  employees  and  their  families,  its  oflScers,  agents,  sur- 
geons, physicians,  and  attorneys  at  law;  and  free  trans- 
portation may  also  be  interchanged  between  oflScials  of 
companies  subject  to  the  Act.  What  in  general  is  held  to 
constitute  illegal  discrimination  under  the  Act,  and  the 
machinery  put  at  the  disposal  of  the  Commission  to  stamp 
it  out,  is  discussed  at  large  throughout  the  four  chapters 
immediately  following. 

§  611.  Development  of  the  rule  against  discrimination. 

The  fundamental  limitation  upon  the  charges  of  a  com- 
mon carrier,  that  they  shall  be  in  no  respect  unreasonable, 
has  just  been  discussed  with  much  detail.  But  a  further 
requirement  of  the  pubUc  service  law  governing  the  rates 
of  the  common  carrier  remains  to  be  considered,  and  that 
is  the  more  modem  requisite  that  rates  shall  be  in  no 
respect  unjustly  discriminatory.     It  must  be  plain  to  all 
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who  have  followed  the  course  of  events  with  the  least 
attention  that  there  has  been  distmct  evolution  in  the 
law  governing  public  employment  during  the  last  twenty- 
five  years.  The  rule  against  discrimination  is  the  most 
recent  development  in  the  definition  of  pubUc  duty.  A 
comparatively  few  years  ago  it  was  held  that  if  a  public 
service  company  served  at  reasonable  rates  it  performed 
its  obligation;  but  modem  industrial  conditions  require  the 
further  law  that  it  shall  serve  with  equality.  The  state- 
ment that  one  is  a  common  carrier,  ex  vi  termini,  imports 
a  duty  to  the  public,  and  a  corresponding  legal  right  in  the 
public,  a  right  common  to  all.  One  of  the  duties  imposed 
upon  the  common  carrier  is,  that  he  is  bound  to  carry 
for  a  reasonable  remuneration,  and  is  not  allowed  to  make 
unreasonable  and  excessive  charges.  He  cannot,  like  a 
merchant,  consult  his  pleasure  or  caprice  in  the  conduct 
of  his  business,  and  cannot  even  by  special  agreement 
receive  an  excessive  and  extortionate  price  for  his  services. 
Another  duty  imposed  upon  him  is  to  make  no  unjust, 
injurious  or  arbitrary  discriminations  between  individuals 
in  his  dealings  with  the  public.  The  right  to  the  trans- 
portation services  of  the  carrier  is  a  common  right  be- 
longing to  every  one  alike. 

Topic  A.    Successive  Theories  as  to  Discrimination 

§  612.  Nothing  but  reasonableness  once  required. 

The  state  of  the  law  as  to  this  matter  at  the  middle  of 
the  nineteenth  century  is  well  set>  forth  in  the  important 
case  of  Fitchburg  Railroad  v.  Gage.^^  The  principal  issue 
in  this  case  was  whether  the  railroad  could  charge  one 
shipper  a  fifty  cent  rate  on  ice  from  one  point  on  its 
route  to  another  while  it  was  chargmg  another  shipper  a 
twenty  cent  rate  on  brick  for  the  same  transportation. 
It  will  be  seen  that  this  case  really  involves  no  question 
of  personal  discrimination,  since  these  are  obviously  very 
different  goods  which  are  being  shipped  over  the  route. 

''  12  Gray  (Mass.),  393. 
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Still  the  language  of  the  coiirt  in  stating  what  was  at  that 
time  conceived  to  be  the  common  law  is  often  cited.  ''The 
principle  derived  from  that  source  is  very  plain  and  wmple. 
It  requires  equal  justice  to  all.  But  the  equality  which  is 
to  be  observed  in  relation  to  the  public  and  to  every  in- 
dividual consists  in  the  restricted  right  to  charge,  in  each 
particular  case  of  service,  a  reasonable  compensation,  and 
no  more.  If  the  carrier  confines  himself  to  this,  no  wrong 
can  be  done,  and  no  cause  afforded  for  complaint.  If, 
for  special  reasons,  in  isolated  cases,  the  carrier  sees  fit 
to  stipulate  for  the  carriage  of  goods  or  merchandise  of 
any  class  for  individuals  for  a  certain  time  or  in  certain 
quantities  for  less  compensation  than  what  is  the  usual, 
necessary,  and  reasonable  rate,  he  may  undoubtedly  do 
so  without  thereby  entitling  all  other  persons  and  parties 
to  the  same  advantage  and  relief."  " 


§  613.  No  rule  against  discrimination  as  such- 
It  has  already  been  pointed  out  that  up  to  twenty-five 
years  ago  the  prevalent  doctrine  was  that  there  was  no 
rule  against  discrimination  as  such,  unless  it  was  shown 
that  the  higher  charge  was  unreasonable.  One  of  the 
frankest  cases  in  making  that  distinction  was  Ex  parte 
Benson  &  Co.,^*  where  the  court  permitted  the  recovery 
of  a  rebate  promised  to  certain  shippers  to  induce  them 
to  ship  by  rail  rather  than  by  river.  The  language  of 
Chief  Justice  SimpsonJeaves  no  doubt  as  to  his  belief: 
''The  extent  of  the  coift^on  law  rule  seems  to  be,  not  that 
carriers  shall  transport  for  all  parties  at  the  same  rate  of 
compensation,  otherwise  their  contracts  are  illegal  and 
void,  but  that  they  shall  transport  at  reasonable  rates  to 
all.  A  difference  in  the  charge  does  not  per  se  invalidate 
the  contracts  as  inequitable  and  against  public  policy,  but 
to  have  this  effect,  there  must  be  an  element  of  unreason- 
ableness in  the  charge  itself,  as  applied  to  the  services 

«<See   also    Ragan   &    BufFet   v.  »M9S.C.38,44  Ain.Rep.564. 

Aiken,  9  Lea  (77  Tenn.),  609. 
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rendered,  between  the  parties  to  the  contract  and  without 
comparison  to  the  charges  against  others.  Independent 
of  statutes  and  provisions  m  their  charters  restricting 
corporations  within  certain  limits,  they  stand  in  the  com- 
munity as  other  individuals  invested  with  the  power  to 
contract  and  be  contracted  with,  and  the  validity  of  their 
contracts  depends  upon  the  same  principles  which  govern 
contracts  between  natural  persons.  It  is  too  vague  to 
say,  in  general  terms,  that  the  contract  is  inequitable  and 
against  public  policy,  and,  therefore,  not  enforceable. 
To  be  void  on  such  groimds,  it  must  run  contra  to  some 
known  principle  of  equity  or  contravene  some  well-estab- 
lished doctrine  of  public  forbidding  it."  ^^ 

§  614.  Later  rule  against  unreasonable  differences. 

For  a  considerable  time  thereafter  this  remained  the 
prevailing  statement  of  the  extent  of  the  limitations  which 
the  law  placed  upon  the  charges  of  the  carrier.  Indeed, 
as  new  cases  arose  the  courts  committed  themselves  to 
still  more  definite  statements.  Thus  in  the  case  of  John- 
son V.  Pensacola  and  Perdido  Railroad  Company  ^  the 
court  refused  to  grant  reparation  to  a  complainant  who 
showed  that  while  they  were  charging  him  one  rate  for 
transportation  of  lumber  they  were  charging  another 
shipper  one-third  less  for  the  same  transportation  under 
circumstances  and  conditions  in  all  respects  that  were 
essential  entirely  similar.  Mr.  Justice  Westcott  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court  held  this  declaration  demur- 
rable by  the  weight  of  authority.  ''Our  conclusions,"  he 
said,  ''are  that,  as  against  a  common  or  public  carrier, 
every  person  has  the  same  right;  that  in  all  cases,  where 
his  common  duty  controls,  he  cannot  refuse  A  and  ac- 
commodate B;  that  all,  the  entire  public^  have  the  right 
to  the  same  carriage  at  a  reasonable  price,  and  at  a  reason- 
able charge  for  the  service  performed;  that  the  commonness 

"  Of  the  cases  cited  in  the  preced-      &  T.  C.  Ry.  v.  Rust  &  D.,  58  Tex.  98. 
ing  section  see,  especially,  Houston  **  16  Fla.  623,  26  Am.  Rep.  731. 
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of  the  duty  to  carry  for  all  does  not  involve  a  common- 
ness or  equality  of  compensation  or  charge;  that  all  the 
shipper  can  ask  of  a  common  carrier  is,  that  for  the  service 
performed  he  shall  charge  no  more  than  a  reasonable  sum  to 
him;  that  whether  the  carrier  charges  another  more  or  less 
than  the  price  charged  a  particular  individual,  may  be  a 
matter  of  evidence  in  determining  whether  a  charge  is  too 
much  or  too  little  for  the  service  performed,  and  that  the 
difference  between  the  charges  cannot  be  the  measure  of 
damages  in  any  case,  imless  it  is  established  by  proof  that 
the  smaller  charge  is  the  true  reasonable  charge  m  view 
of  the  transportation  furnished,  and  that  the  higher  charge 
is  excessive  to  that  degree."  ^^ 

§  616.  Outright  discrimination  next  condemned. 

Even  in  so  extreme  a  case  as  the  one  last  cited  some 
qualifications  were  made;  the  power  to  discriminate  as 
much  as  it  pleased  between  shippers  was  not  left  to  the 
railroads.  For  even  then  it  was  vaguely  felt  that  equal 
service  to  all  dealers  upon  fair  terms  was  necessary  for 
the  maintenance  of  free  industrial  conditions.  And  the 
courts  never  went  so  far  that  they  could  not  be  continually 
more  insistent  that  they  had  meant  that  reasonable  rates 
to  all  must  be  equal  rates  to  all  unless  the  conditions  were 
shown  to  be  dissunilar.  This  is  the  position  still  tajken  in 
some  States  where  there  has  been  no  declaration  or  policy 
by  statute  against  discrimination  as  such;  but  it  will  be 
seen  that  to  a  large  extent  it  prevents  discriminatory  rates 
as  well  as  unreasonable  charges.  An  elaborate  case  de- 
cided under  this  view  of  the  law  is  Cook  v.  Chicago, 
Rock  Island  and  Pacific  Railway  Company.^*  In  that 
case  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  shippers  of 
cattle,  were  charged  by  the  defendant  from  three  to  ten 
dollars  per  carload  of  cattle  shipped  more  tha«n  the  charges 
made  to  certam  favored  shippers  who  were  given  a  secret 

«  See  Concord  &  P.  R.  R.  v.  For-  "  81  la.  551,  46  N.  W.  749,  25 
saith,  59  N.  H.  122,  47  Am.  Rep.  181.      Am.  St.  Rep.  512,  9  L.  R.  A.  764. 
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rebate.  The  court  held  that  the  raihroad  must  make 
reparation  for  this  wrong  by  refunding  these  overpayments 
thus  ejctorted.  The  course  of  opinion  in  the  two  of  the 
most  prominent  text  writers  of  the  last  generation  may  be 
seen  in  the  following  extract  from  the  opinion  of  Chief 
Justice  Rothrock:  "In  volume  2,  p.  95,  Redfield  on  Rail- 
roads, the  following  language  is  used:  'It  has  been  held  in 
this  country,  where  there  is  no  statutory  r^ulation  af- 
fecting the  question,  that  common  carriers  are  not  abso- 
lutely boimd  to  charge  all  customers  the  same  price  for 
the  same  service.  But  as  the  rule  is  clearly  established 
at  common  law  that  a  carrier  is  boimd  by  law  to  carry 
everything  which  is  brought  to  him,  for  a  reasonable  sum 
to  be  paid  to  him  for  the  same  carriage,  and  not  to  extort 
what  he  will,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  he  is  bound  to 
carry  for  all  at  the  same  price,  unless  there  is  some  special 
reason  for  the  distinction.  For,  imless  this  were  so,  the 
duty  to  carry  for  all  would  not  be  of  much  value  to  the 
public,  since  it  would  be  easy  for  the  carrier  to  select  his 
own  customers  at  will  by  the  arbitrary  discrimination  in 
his  favor.  Hence,  it  was  held  at  an  early  day  that  all 
that  could  be  required  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the 
goods,  by  way  of  compensation,  was  that  he  should  be 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  a  reasonable  compensation,  and 
to  deposit  the  money  in  advance,  if  required.  Carrying 
for  reasonable  compensation  must  imply  that  the  same 
compensation  is  accepted  always  for  the  same  service, 
else  it  could  not  be  reasonable,  either  absolutely  or  rela- 
tively.' In  Hutchinson  on  Carriers,  243,  after  a  review  of 
the  cases,  it  is  said:  'Hence  we  may  conclude  that  in  this 
country,  independently  of  statutory  provisions,  all  concmion 
carriers  will  be  held  to  the  strictest  impartiality  in  the 
conduct  of  their  business,  and  that  all  privileges  or  prefer- 
ences given  to  one  customer,  which  are  not  extended  to 
all,  are  in  violation  of  public  duty.'  An  examination  of 
the  authorities  cited  by  these  learned  authors  leaves  no 
doubt  that  a  common  carrier  has  no  right  to  make  un- 
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reasonable  charges  for  his  services,  and  that  he  cannot 
lawfully  make  unjust  discrimination  between  his  cus- 
tomers." ^^ 

§  616.  Ezdusiveness  of  the  privilege  creates  discrimination. 
In  a  similarly  inconclusive  case,  Christie  v.  Missouri 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,^  where  a  petition  alleged  that 
a  contract  was  made  with  the  agent  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany regardmg  the  shipment  of  gram  at  a  reduced  price, 
stating  its  terms,  it  was  held  that  nothing  appeared  to 
show  that  the  arrangement  was  against  public  policy, 
Chief  Justice  Norton  saying:  ''A  common  carrier  has  the 
right  to  contract  to  ship  freight  at  a  lower  rate  than  the 
published  tariff  rate,  if  he  choose  to  do  so;  and  such  a 
contract  is  not  against  public  policy  unless  the  privilege 
to  ship  at  such  rate  is  granted  exclusively  to  the  shipper 
with  whom  it  is  made,  or  is  denied  to  other  shippers.  It 
is  the  exclusiveness  of  the  privilege  granted  to  one  and 
denied  to  another  which  makes  the  discrimination,  and 
renders  the  contract  void  as  against  public  policy.  No 
such  exclusiveness  or  discrimination  appears  in  the  con- 
tract sued  upon,  and  the  objection  of  defendant  to  the  re- 
ception of  any  evidence  was  properly  overruled."  '^ 

§  617.  Special  concessions  from  established  rates. 

Even  in  some  comparatively  recent  cases,  these  general 
doctrines  are  stated  in  much  the  same  language  as  for- 
merly. Thus  in  Lough  v.  Outerbridge,*^  in  holding  that 
a  common  carrier  might  grant  special  reductions  in  pur- 
suance of  a  poUcy  to  maintain  its  business  in  the  face  of 
competition,  the  court  held  that  those  who  would  not  con- 
form to  the  conditions  had  no  complaint  if  they  were  not 
given  the  reduced  rates.     ''There  can  be  no  doubt  that 

<*See  Cowden  v.  Pacific  S.  S.  Co.,  Ck).  v.  Elliott,  76  III.  67,  was  relied 

94  Pac.  470,  20  Pac.  873,  28  Am.  St.  upon  by  the  court. 

Rep.  142,  18  L.  R.  A.  221.  •*  143  N.  Y.  271,  38  N.  E.  292,  42 

«» 94  Mo.  453,  7  S.  W.  667.  Am.  St.  Rep.  712,  25  L.  R.  A.  674,  B. 

"  The  caae  of  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  R.  &  W.  380. 
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the  carrier  could  at  common  law  make  a  discount  from  its 
reasonable  general  rates  in  favor  of  a  particular  customer 
or  class  of  customers  in  isolated  cases,  for  special  reasons, 
and  upon  special  conditions,  without  violating  any  of  the 
duties  or  obligations  to  the  public  inherent  in  the  employ- 
ment. If  the  general  rates  are  reasonable,  a  deviation 
from  the  standard  by  the  carrier  in  favor  of  particular  cus- 
tomers, for  special  reasons  not  applicable  to  the  whole 
public,  does  not  furnish  to  parties  not  similarly  situated 
any  just  ground  for  complaint.  When  the  conditions  and 
circumstances  are  identical,  the  charges  to  all  shippers  for 
the  same  service  must  be  equal.  These  principles  are  well 
settled,  and  whatever  may  be  foimd  to  the  contrary  in  the 
cases  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  origi- 
nated in  the  application  of  statutory  regulations  in  other 
States  and  countries.  Special  favors  m  the  form  of  re- 
duced rates  to  particular  customers  may  form  an  element 
in  the  inquiry  whether,  as  matter  of  fact,  the  standard 
rates  are  reasonable  or  otherwise.  If  they  are  extended  to 
such  persons  at  the  expense  of  the  general  public,  the  fact 
must  be  taken  into  accoimt  in  ascertaining  whether  a 
given  tariff  of  general  prices  is  or  is  not  reasonable."  •* 

§  618.  Complainant  charged  more  than  regular  rates. 

However,  it  is  now  generally  agreed  that  in  outrageous 
cases  relief  will  be  given  by  some  one  or  other  of  these 
principles.  In  one  of  the  most  extreme  cases  in  the  books, 
Menacho  v.  Ward,**  it  was  set  forth  by  the  shippers  in 
their  application  for  relief  that  the  carrier  in  question  had 
arbitrarily  refused  them  equal  tertns,  facilities  and  ac- 
commodations to  those  granted  and  allowed  to  other 
shippers,  and  had  arbitrarily  exacted  from  them  a  much 
greater  rate  of  freight  than  he  was  at  the  same  time  charg- 

*'  Citing  Railroad   Ck>.   v.   Gage,  H.  L.  17  App.  Cas.  25;  Evershed  v. 

12  Gray,  393;  Sargent  v.  Railroad  Railway    Co.,    3   Q.    B.    Div.    135, 

Co.,  115  Mass.  422;  Steamship  Co.  affirmed,  L.  R.  3  App.  Cas.  1Q29. 

V.   McGregor,  21  Q.   B.   Div.   544,  "27  Fed.  529. 
affirmed,  23  Q.  B.  Div.  598,  and  by 
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ing  to  shippers  of  merchandise  generally.  It  appeared  that 
these  shippers  had  thus  been  "blacklisted"  because  they 
maintained  business  relations  with  a  rival  carrier.  But 
the  court  found  this  no  excuse  for  charging  the  complain- 
ants more  than  the  regular  rates,  Judge  Baxter,  although 
still  believing  as  the  majority  of  people  then  believed  that 
the  law  did  not  require  any  greater  equality  than  that  no 
shipper  should  be  charged  an  imreasonable  rate,  neverthe- 
less finding  upon  the  evidence  that  the  complainants  had 
been  treated  outrageously.  "The  fact  that  the  carrier 
charges  some  less  than  others  for  the  same  service  is 
merely  evidence  for  the  latter,  tending  to  show  that  he 
charges  them  too  much;  but  when  it  appears  that  the 
charges  are  greater  than  those  ordinarily  and  uniformly 
made  to  others  for  similar  services,  the  fact  is  not  only 
competent  evidence  against  the  carrier,  but  cogent  evi- 
dence, and  shifts  upon  him  the  burden  of  justifjdng  the 
exceptional  charge."  ®^ 

§  619.  All  discrimination  forbidden  by  the  better  view. 

By  the  better  view,  it  is  submitted,  the  common  law 
to-day  forbids  all  discrimination  between  two  applicants 
who  ask  the  same  service  of  a  common  carrier.  This  is  the 
modem  view  reached  after  some  bitter  experiences  with 
the  results  of  discriminations  by  the  railroads  in  disturb- 
ing the  normal  industrial  order,  in  suppressing  competition 
and  fostering  monopoly.  But  over  thirty  years  ago  this 
doctrine,  that  there  is  a  necessary  common-law  rule  against 
discrimination  involved  in  the  law  defining  the  public  duty 
of  the  common  carrier,  was  stated  in  a  way  which  has 
never  been  improved  upon.  In  the  leading  case  of  Mes- 
senger V.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company^  Mr.  Justice 
Beasley  said  in  part:  "Recognizing  this  as  the  settled  doc- 

•*  This    distinctive    rule    against  •«  7  Vroom  (36  N.  J.  L.),  407,  13 

unjustifiable  discrimination  was  rec-  Am.  Rep.  437,  S.  C.  8  Vroom  (37 

ognized  in  Rothschild  v.   Wabash,  N.    J.     L.)     531,     18     Am.     Rep. 

St.  L.  &  P.  R.  R.,  92  Mo.  91,  4  S.  W.  754. 
418. 
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trine,  I  am  not  able  to  see  how  it  can  be  admissible  for  a 
common  carrier  to  demand  a  different  hire  from  various 
persons  for  an  identical  kind  of  service,  under  identical 
conditions.  Such  partiality  is  legitimate  in  private  busi- 
ness, but  how  can  it  square  with  the  obligations  of  a 
public  employment?  A  person  having  a  public  duty  to 
discharge,  is  undoubtedly  bound  to  exercise  such  office 
for  the  equal  benefit  of  all,  and  therefore  to  permit  the 
common  carrier  to  charge  various  prices,  according  to  the 
person  with  whom  he  deals,  for  the  same  services,  is  to 
forget  that  he  owes  a  duty  to  the  community.  If  he  exacts 
different  rates  for  the  carriage  of  goods  of  the  same  kind, 
between  the  same  points,  he  violates,  as  plainly,  though 
it  may  be  not  in  the  same  degree,  the  principle  of  public 
policy  which,  in  his  own  despite,  converts  his  business 
into  a  public  employment.  The  law  that  forbids  him  to 
make  any  discrimination  in  favor  of  the  goods  of  A  over 
the  goods  of  B,  when  the  goods  of  both  are  tendered  for 
carriage,  must,  it  seems  to  me,  necessarily  forbid  any  dis- 
crimination with  respect  to  the  rate  of  pay  for  the  car- 
riage." ^' 

§  620.  Necessity  for  the  rule  against  discrimination. 

By  the  modern  way  of  looking  at  this  matter,  therefore, 
discrimination  is  illegal.  In  last  analysis  it  is  pubUc 
opinion  which  has  dictated  this  rule,  although  it  is  not  too 
much  to  claim  that  this  rule  is  a  logical  development  in 
the  law  of  public  duty.  So  involved  are  the  services  of 
the  common  carrier,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  all  modem 
businesses  that  it  is  already  felt  to  be  unbearable  if  trans- 
portation is  not  open  to  all  upon  equal  terms.  And  the 
rule  must  be  exact.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  all  must 
be  given  rates  which  are  not  unreasonable,  for  by  that 
principle  in  many  cases  unequal  rates  might  be  justified.® 

*''  See  also  Sandford  v.  Catawissa,         "^  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  People, 
W.  &  E.  R.  R.,  24  Pa.  St.  378, 64  Am.      67  lU.  16,  16  Am.  Rep.  699. 
Dee.  667. 
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What  public  opinion  requires  to-day  is  that  the  rates  shall 
be  equal;  if  they  are  different  by  a  few  cents  upon  a 
hundredweight  it  may  mean  the  fortune  of  the  shipper 
who  gets  the  lower  rate,  aad  the  ruin  of  his  competitor 
who  pays  the  higher  rate.  The  cases  requiring  the  same 
rate  to  shippers  who  ask  for  the  same  transportation  of 
the  same  goods  at  the  same  time  and  under  the  same  con- 
ditions may  seem  fewer  in  number  than  those  which  are 
more  conservative.  But  this  principle  was  made  law  in 
many  States  by  an  impatient  public  who  demanded  stat- 
utes so  that  there  could  be  in  the  future  no  equivocations, 
before  many  courts  had  time  to  express  their  opinion  and 
before  other  courts  had  time  to  recant.  And  upon  the 
whole  it  is  claimed  with  confidence  that  outright  personal 
discrimination  is  opposed  to  modem  common-law  prin- 
ciples.** 

§  621.  Rule  forbidding  personal  discrimination. 

It  is  submitted  that  for  the  reasons  advanced  in  these 
last  paragraphs,  if  for  no  other  reasons,  it  is  a  necessary 
part  of  the  common  law  governing  common  carriers  that 
they  must  not  discriminate  between  shippers;  and  it  must 
be  plain  that  this  involves  the  recognition  of  a  rule  for- 
bidding discrimination  which  goes  beyond  the  prior  rule 
requiring  reasonable  charges.  It  was  not  easy  to  work 
this  out  logically,  since  it  did  involve  a  development  in  the 
law  governing  public  service.  How  cautious  many  coiuts 
were  in  working  the  new  rule  out  may  be  seen  by  an  ex- 
tract from  the  opinion  of  Judge  Bruce  in  Samuels  v. 
Louisville  and  Nashville  Railroad  Company ,^°  where  the 
court  sustained  on  demurrer  a  complaint  which  stated 
discrimination,  but  did  not  allege  imreasonable  charge: 
''But  the  question  in  this  case  is  to  be  determined  upon 
the  common  law,  and  in  the  light  of  those  principles  as 
applied  to  railroad  companies.    In  a  case  like  the  one  at 

••See  the  language  in  Griffin   v.      206,  30  S.  E.  319,  41  L.  R.  A.  240. 
Goldflboro   Water   Co.,   122   N.  C.         ™  31  Fed.  67. 
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bar,  can  there  be  a  reasonable  charge  which  is  not  at  the 
same  time  a  substantially  equal  charge?  And  is  not  a 
charge  unreasonable  when  it  is  unequal,  and  in  breach  of 
the  obligation  and  duty  of  the  common  carrier  to  the 
pubUc?"^^ 

§  622.  Public  injury  by  discriminations  in  freight  rates. 

The  argument  from  policy  against  discrimination  is  so 
plam  to  anyone  who  has  not  been  out  of  touch  with  the 
recent  developments  in  the  mdustrial  situation  that  it  is 
hardly  necessary  to  elaborate  it.  But  a  succinct  statement 
from  a  recent  decision  by  Judge  Grosscup,'^  where  he  held 
that  under  its  general  chancery  jurisdiction,  a  court  of 
equity  has  power  to  remedy  wrongs  consisting  of  the  viola- 
tion  by  a  carrier  of  the  provisions  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce law  prohibiting  discrimination  between  shippers, 
brings  out  well  the  necessity  for  the  protection  of  the 
whole  public  in  having  the  benefits  of  an  open  market. 
"The  bill  avers — and  this  hearing  is  upon  demurrer  and 
motion  for  an  injunction — that  such  discrimination  was 
practiced  in  the  transportation  of  grains  and  of  packing 
house  goods;  and  that  in  the  transportation  of  grain  it 
had  gone  so  far  that  each  railroad  reaching  into  the  grain 
districts  had  eliminated  all  competitive  dealers,  leaving 
only  a  single  favored  dealer  who  purchased  all  the  grain 
at  all  the  stations  along  the  lines  of  the  roads.  Of  course 
under  such  conditions,  the  grain  grower  was  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  competition  among  dealers.  The  practical 
effect  was  the  same  as  if  the  railroads  had  established 
agencies  of  their  own  to  purchase  the  grain,  and  by  giving 
these  discriminatory  advantages,  had  excluded  all  other 
grain  purchasers  from  the  field.  Such  a  policy  necessarily 
destroys  the  competition  to  which  the  grain  growers  in  a 
given  district  are  entitled.    Discrimination  of  this  charac- 

"  See  also  Burlington  C.  R.  &  W.  "  United  States  v.  Michigan  Cen- 

Ry.   V.   N.   W.   Fuel  Co.,  31   Fed.      tral  R.  R.,  122  Fed.  644. 
1)52. 
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ter  is,  of  course,  contrary  to  the  plain  provisions  of  the 
interstate  commerce  act.*'  ^* 


§  623.  Policy  of  the  Act 

The  Commission  has  had  occasion  to  remark  that  in  the 
passing  of  the  Act  one  important  purpose  was  to  stop 
discrimination  against  the  weak  in  favor  of  the  strong/^ 
It  has  spoken  also  with  emphasis  of  the  boon  of  free  com- 
petition, which  the  Act  is  designed  to  secure  to  all,  large 
and  small/^  The  fundamental  principle  of  the  Act  is 
clearly  that  there  should  be  equal  treatment  to  all  ahke 
under  the  substantially  similar  conditions  and  circum- 
stances.^* While  one  object  of  the  Act  was  to  preserve 
competitive  conditions  between  common  carriers  for  the 
pubUc  benefit,  another  purpose  was  to  prevent  undue  dis- 
crimination for  private  protection.^  Carriers  are  common 
servants  of  all  shippers,  and  are  boimd  to  serve  them  all 
reasonably  and  without  imdue  prejudice.^*  It  is  the  duty 
of  a  common  carrier  to  receive  and  carry,  upon  reasonable 
and  equal  terms,  all  goods  tendered,  under  suitable  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  and  it  cannot  lawfully  dis- 
criminate in  favor  of  any  person,  product,  traffic  or  local- 
ity.^* Whether  or  not  a  discrimination  shall  be  removed  is 
not  measured  by  its  amount,  whether  large  or  small,  but 
it  is  imjust  or  undue.^  Again  and  again  it  has  been  laid 
down  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  transport  for  all 
without  imdue  preference  or  property.*^  Equal  treatment 
is  nowhere  more  clearly  laid  down  in  the  Act  than  in  sec- 


''  See  Re  Charge  to  Grand  Jury, 
66  Fed.  146,  in  regard  to  the  demoral- 
ization caused  by  distributing  free 


7«  In  re  Rates  on  Salt,  24  I.  C.  C. 
192. 

'•Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New 
York  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  24 

I.       V>.       \Jm       UO. 

"Cambria  Steel  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 
R.  R.,  15  1.  C.  C.  484. 


^  Railroad  Commission  of  Tennes- 
see V.  A.  A.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  418. 

"  Avery  Mfg.  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  20. 

^Standard  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v. 
Cumberland  Valley  R.  R.,  15 1.  C.  C. 
620. 

*  Fort  Dodge  Commercial  Club  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  572. 

^^  National  Petroleum  Ass'n  v. 
L.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  473. 

[543] 


§624]  Railboad  Rate  Reoulation 

tions  2  and  3^  to  the  test  of  which  all  questions  of  prefer- 
ence or  priority  should  be  referred  first  of  all.'^  The 
word  contemporaneous  in  these  sections  means  at  the 
same  time  with  the  offending  rates;  and  as  long  as  these 
rates  remain  in  force  the  services  rendered  to  a  complain- 
ing and  to  a  favored  shipper  are  contemporaneous  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act.^'  Altogether  the  fundamental 
principle  of  the  Act  in  the  view  of  the  Commission  is  one 
of  fair  play;  a  railroad  cannot  nowadays  put  in  force  pref- 
erences or  priorities,  even  though  by  following  such  course 
of  procedure  it  can  develop  the  greatest  amount  of  traffic 
for  itself.'^  Such  business  policies,  it  is  at  last  realized 
after  bitter  experience,  are  inconsistent  with  the  funda- 
mental duties  of  common  carriers. 

Tojjic  B.     What  Constitutes  Statutory  IXscrimination 

§  624.  What  amounts  to  a  rebate. 

Not  only  are  the  outright  discounts  and  the  obvious 
rebates  of  the  earlier  time  illegal,  but  any  device  by  which 
the  charge  to  a  shipper  is  made  less  than  the  schedule  rate 
is  now  held  to  be  discrimination.  Thus  free  cartage  for 
the  collection  and  delivery  of  freight  for  certain  shippers 
only  has  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  be  an  ill^al 
rebate.^^  And  an  unpublished  allowance  to  certain  shippers 
of  a  certain  sum  for  the  use  of  their  private  sidings,  has 
long  been  considered  by  the  federal  comts  as  a  case  of 
illegality.^  As  such  obvious  devices  have  thus  become 
too  dangerous,  more  elaborate  schemes  have  developed 
for  getting  an  advantage  in  rates.  Thus  many  large  con- 
cerns have  organized,  often  as  a  separate  concern,  an  in- 
dustrial railway  from  their  premises  to  the  trunk  line. 
They  may  thus  attempt  to  pose  as  a  connecting  carrier, 

tt  Rail  &  River  Ck>al  Co.  v.  B.  &  ^  Wight    v.    United    States,    167 

O.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  86.  U.  S.  512,  42  L.  ed.  258,  17  Sup.  Ct. 

•*Re   Underfilling,    1    Int.   Com.  822. 

Rep. 813, 1 1. C. C. 633.  "Chicago   &   A.  Ry.    v.   United 

^  Mobile  Chamber  of  Commerce  States,  156  Fed.  558. 
V.  M.  &  O.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  417. 
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and  not  only  obtain  from  the  trunk  line  a  division  of  the 
rate  to  market  but  that  disproportionately  large  share 
which  the  originating  carrier  gets.^  Another  late  scheme 
is  the  organization  of  a  dummy  transportation  company  by 
a  manufacturing  company  to  carry  its  products  to  market, 
getting  as  payment  not  only  the  rental  of  their  special 
cars  at  extraordinarily  high  rates  but  a  virtual  commission 
for  furnishing  the  business.^  It  is  needless  to  say  that 
the  courts  have  now  become  too  sophisticated  to  be  thus 
imposed  upon.  Indeed  rebating  in  all  its  forms  has  now 
become  a  very  smoky  sin  indeed,  and  anyone  who  is  con- 
cerned m  it  will  be  smutted.  The  ca^  cited  in  this  sec- 
tion are  noted  only  by  way  of  illustration  without  any 
attempt  to  make  in  this  place  anything  like  a  compre- 
hensive statement  of  principles  involved.  Indeed,  it  will 
take  nothing  less  than  a  study  of  the  eight  chapters  con- 
stituting this  Book  to  gain  any  idea  of  the  scope  of  these 
rules  at  the  present  day. 

§  626.  Prohibition  of  special  rates. 

Since  its  work  of  administering  the  Act  began,  the  Com- 
mission has  never  had  any  question  that  any  device  by 
which  the  charge  to  a  patron  is  made  less  than  the  sched- 
uled rate  is  a  rebate,  and  is  forbidden  by  the  Act.**  Even 
if  it  is  a  practice  of  which  others  may  avail  themselves, 
a  discount  allowed  to  shippers  of  a  certain  amoimt  of 
goods  within  a  year  is  objectionable.^  So  free  cartage  for 
the  collection  and  delivery  of  freight,  not  mentioned  in 
the  published  schedule,  is  an  illegal  rebate.'^  And  even 
if  published,  if  open  only  to  certain  customers,  it  is  illegal 
in  itself.'^    So  the  practice  of  allowing  a  tank  shipper  of 

^  See  United  States  v.  Atchison,  dence  &  W.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  R^. 

T.  &  8.  F.  R.  R.,  142  Fed.  176.  363. 

»  See  United  States  v.  Milwaukee         '^  Stone  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  A  M.  Ry., 

Refrig.  Tranmt  Co.,  145  Fed.  1007.  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  60, 3 1.  C.  C.  613. 

» Re  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.,  3  Int.         ^  Hezel  Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Lou]8» 

Com.  Rep.  793.  A.  A  T.  H.  Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  R^.  701, 

» Providence  Coal  Co.  v.  Provi-  6  I.  C.  C.  57. 
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oil  an  arbitrary  deduction  of  a  certain  number  of  gallons 
per  tank  car  is  wholly  indefensible^  when  no  correspond- 
ing allowance  is  made  for  leakage  and  evaporation  from 
shipments  in  barrels.^'  So  the  employment  of  brokers  or 
scalpers  as  a  device  to  give  low  rates  is  illegal;  and  sales 
by  such  brokers  at  less  than  tariff  rates  are  forbidden.*^ 
And  a  device  by  which  a  rebate  miming  to  the  benefit 
of  those  whom  the  carrier  is  seeking  to  favor  will  not 
defeat  the  Act.**  Section  2  of  the  Act  prohibits  charging 
to  one  a  greater  or  less  compensation  than  is  charged  to 
another  for  a  like  and  contemporaneous  service  under  sub- 
stantially similar  circumstances  and  conditions.^  It  was 
the  purpose  of  section  2  to  enforce  equality  between 
shippers,  and  it  prohibits  any  rebate  or  other  device  by 
which  two  shippers  shipping  over  the  same  hne,  the  same 
distance,  under  the  same  circumstances  of  carriage,  are 
compelled  to  pay  different  prices  therefor.'' 

§  626.  Explanation  of  this  policy. 

Thus  the  statute  provides  a  complete  system.  It  pre- 
vents rebating  by  making  the  published  rate  obligatory 
on  all  concerned,  and  it  gives  relief  from  unfair  published 
rates  by  complaint  to  the  Commission.  This  policy  is 
thus  emphasized  in  a  recent  opinion:  •*  "The  object  of  the 
statutes  relating  to  interstate  commerce  is  to  secure  the 
transportation  of  person  and  property  by  common  car- 
riers for  reasonable  compensation.  No  rate  can  possibly 
be  reasonable  that  is  higher  than  anybody  else  has  to  pay. 
Recognizing  this  obvious  truth,  the  law  requires  the  car- 
rier to  adhere  to  the  published  rate  as  an  absolute  stand- 
ard  of  uniformity.     The  requirement  of  publication  is 

"  Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  A  P.  R.  ••  In  re  Advances  in   Demurrage 

R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  162,  4  I.  C.  C.  Charges,  25  I.  C.  C.  314. 

131.  "^  In  re  Advances  on  Manganese 

MRe    Passenger    Tariffs,    2    Int.  Ore,  25 1.  C.  C.  663. 

Com.  Rep.  445,  2  I.  C.  C.  649.  «  State  v.  Chicago  &  A.  Ry.,  148 

••Re  Underbilling,    1   Int.   Com.  Fed. 648. 
Rep.  813,  1  I.  C.  C.  633. 
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imposed  in  order  that  the  man  having,  freight  to  ship  may 
ascertain  by  an  inspection  of  the  schedules  exactly  what 
will  be  the  cost  to  him  of  the  transportation  of  his  prop- 
erty; and  not  only  so,  but  the  law  gives  him  another  and 
a  very  valuable  right,  namely,  the  right  to  know,  by  an 
inspection  of  the  same  schedule,  exactly  what  will  be  the 
cost  to  his  competitor  of  the  transportation  of  his  com- 
petitor's property."  Still  more  emphatic  is  the  language 
in  a  later  case:**  "EflFective  railroad  rate  regulation 
must  be^  with  publicity  of  rates.  To  be  public  the 
rates  must  be  laid  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, must  be  kept  in  the  stations  of  the  carriers  for  the 
information  of  the  public,  and  must  also  be  printed  in 
such  form  that  they  shall  be  intelligible  to  the  average 
shipper  upon  examination.  All  of  this  was  perceived  by 
the  lawmakers  20  years  ago,  and  the  rules,  based  upon 
these  considerations,  then  written  into  the  law,  have  con- 
tinued unchanged,  except  as  they  have  been  from  time  to 
time  strengthened  and  amplified." 

§  627.  What  discrimination  is  forbidden. 

The  discrimination  forbidden  by  the  Act  is  not  con- 
fined to  any  one  form  of  unfair  dealing.  It  need  not  be 
accomplished  by  any  particular  device;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  no  device  wiU  prevent  an  unreasonable  preference 
from  being  unlawful.^  It  includes  preference  in  rates:  ^ 
in  classification:  ^  and  in  the  furnishing  of  facilities.^  The 
discrimination  must  be  actual,  not  merely  contemplated, 
as  by  offering  a  discriminative  rate  which  is  not  accepted  ^ 
or  by  giving  a  concession  to  a  shipper  which  is  not  shown 

» United  States  V.  IllinoiB  Terminal  2  Int.  Ck>m.  Rep.   15,  3  I.  C.  C. 

Co.,  168  Fed.  546.  435. 

>  Scofield  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  <  Re  Morris,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  617. 

R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  67,  2 1.  C.  C.  *  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  v.  Ramey, 

90.  112  Fed.  487.     See  also  Griffee  v. 

*  United  States  v.  Tozer,  37  Fed.  Burlington  &  M.  R.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com. 

635, 2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  597,  on  appeal,  Rep.  194;  Richmond  Elevator  Co.  v. 

39  Fed.  904.  Pere  Marquette  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C. 

'  Bates   V.    Pennsylvania   R.    R.,  Rep.  629. 
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to  have  been  refused  to  any  other  shipper.^  The  Act  ap- 
plied only  to  the  future;  it  did  not  embrace  cases  which 
occurred  before  it  was  passed.^  Section  2  embodies  the 
phrase,  '^imder  substantially  similar  circumstances  and 
conditions,'^  but  this  might  be  included  in  the  words  '*in 
any  respect  whatsoever"  contained  in  section  3.*  Every 
effort  of  the  carriers  to  compel  accuracy  and  honesty  in 
description  of  freight  deserves  support;  conscious  mis- 
representations are  misdemeanors  and  criminal,  and  should 
be  rigorously  suppressed.*  Any  regulation  or  practice 
that  withdraws  from  a  shipper  the  equal  opportunity  of 
using  and  taking  advantage  of  the  rates  offered  by  a  car- 
rier to  the  public,  is  clearly  a  regulation  or  practice  -af- 
fecting rates  in  the  sense  in  which  that  phrase  is  used  in 
the  Act  as  amended  in  1906.***  Where  a  shipper  is  lo- 
cated in  a  district  to  which  a  uniform  rate  has  been  ap- 
plied, he  is  entitled  to  the  same  rates  as  any  other  shipper 
in  the  district,  although  his  shipments  may  be  originated 
by  a  different  railroad  than  that  serving  the  other  ship- 
pers." 

§  628.  Departure  from  published  rate. 

The  Act  requires  carriers  to  pubhsh  their  tariffs  and  to 
adhere  to  those  tariffs;  in  no  other  way  could  discrimina- 
tions which  had  existed  be  prevented;  and,  therefore,  in 
enforcement  of  these  provisions  the  Commission  has  no 
discretion.**  Failure  on  the  part  of  the  shipper  to  pay, 
or  of  the  carrier  to  collect,  the  full  freight  charged  based 
upon  the  lawfully  published  rate  for  the  particular  move- 
ment between  two  given  points,  constitutes  a  breach  of 

•  United  States  v.  Ganley,  71  Fed.  *  Western  Classification  Case,  25 

672.  I.  C.  C.  442. 

7  Ottinger  v.  Southern  Pac.  R.  R.,  ^^  Rail  and  River  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  A 

1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  607,   1  I.  C.  C.  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  14 1.  C.  C.  86. 

144.  **  Pennsylvania  R.   R.   v.   Inter- 

■  Board    of    Trade   of   Carrollton  national  Coal  M.  Co.,  173  Fed.  1. 

V.  C.  of  G.  Ry.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  »*  Ames  Bros.  Co.  v.  Rutland  R.  R., 

154.  16  I.  C.  C.  479. 
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the  law,  regardless  of  the  rate  inserted  in  a  bill  of  lading."* 
The  word  "discrimination"  as  used  in  the  Elkins  Act  is 
employed  in  its  common  sense,  as  well  as  with  whatever 
enlarged  or  more  definite  meaning  th6  context  of  the 
amendment  of  1906  gives  to  it;  thus  a  shipper  who  is 
permitted  to  settle  his  charges  by  pajring  a  ''less  or  dif- 
ferent compensation"  to  the  carrier  is  accepting  or  re- 
ceiving a  ''discrimination.""*  In  a  prosecution  under  this 
Act  against  a  shipper  for  the  acceptance  of  a  concession, 
it  is  for  the  court,  and  not  for  the  jury,  to  determine 
whether  docimients  filed  with  the  Commission  are  suffi- 
ciently definite  to  establish  the  rate  in  question  between 
the  points  in  question."  If  inequality  results  from  the 
exaction  of  a  special  rate  to  one  shipper,  and  a  different 
rate  to  another  upon  like  traffic  contemporaneously  trans- 
ported under  substantially  similar  circimistances  and  con- 
ditions, section  2  is  violated."  The  paramoimt  duty  under 
the  Act  is  to  avoid  discrimination  or  the  suspicion  of  any 
device  to  work  a  discrimination."^ 

§  629.  Sanctity  of  the  schedtiled  rate. 

The  strict  provisions  against  rebating  contained  in  the 
Act  are  based  upon  an  ingenious,  and  apparently  effect- 
ive plan.  A  schedule  of  rates,  prepared  by  the  carrier, 
must  be  filed  with  the  Commission,  and  duly  published, 
as  it  required.  ^^  When  this  has  been  done,  the  rate  so 
scheduled  cannot  be  changed  by  the  railroad,  without  the 
filing  and  sufficient  publication  of  a  new  rate.  The  doc- 
trine is  carried  to  such  an  extent  that,  even  if  a  shipper 
is  at  first  charged  a  lower  rate  quoted  him  by  a  freight 
agent,  he  can  be  compelled  to  pay  the  difference  between 

*•  Poor  Grain  CJo.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  *•  Moran  &  Son  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry., 

Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  118.  11  I.  C.  C.  598. 

"  U.  S.  V.  Sunday  Creek  Co.,  104  "  R.  R.  Com.  of  La.  v.  St.  L.  S.  W. 

Fed.  252.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  31. 

**  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  New  York  v.  ^  Due  publication  of  rates  may  be 

U.  S.,  179  Fed.  614.  required  by  legislation.    Stone  et  al. 

V.  Yasoo  &  M.  V.  R.  R.,  62  Miss.  607. 
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this  and  the  scheduled  rate."  If  the  rate  so  published  is 
unreasonable  in  itself,  or  otherwise  disproportionate, 
nevertheless  the  shipper  cannot  accept,  nor  the  railroad 
grant,  a  departure  from  it.^  The  shipper's  remedy  is  a 
complaint  to  the  Commission,  which  will  result,  if  success- 
ful, in  a  reduction  for  the  future,  and  in  damages  for  past 
unfair  exactions.  It  follows  that  not  only  are  rebates  to 
favored  individuals  without  any  basis  of  justification  made 
criminal,  but  even  special  rates  for  granting  concessions 
for  good  reasons,  if  they  have  not  been  publicly  offered. 
And  it  is  also  criminal  for  railroads  or  shippers  to  receive 
or  give  less  than  the  published  rates,  even  though  both 
parties  agree  that  the  published  rates  are  unreasonable 
and  discriminatory.  Indeed,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  any 
power  to  the  parties  concerned  to  alter  the  published  rates 
on  the  ground  that  they  are  illegal,  would  put  an  end  to 
the  eflfectiveness  of  the  whole  Act.  The  scheduled  and 
published  rate  is  a  public  record,  back  of  which  no  party 
can  go  until  it  is  altered  in  the  ways  provided  by  the 
Act." 

§  630.  Devices  for  concealing  preference  unavailing. 

As  has  been  seen,  no  device  to  conceal  the  preference 
can  operate  to  evade  the  statute.  Thus  imderbilling,  a 
device  by  which  a  shipper  pays  for  the  transportation  of 
a  less  quantity  of  freight  than  is  actually  carried,  and 
thereby  obtains  a  reduced  rate  upon  the  gross  shipment, 
is  plainly  with  the  ban  of  the  Act.^^  So  the  failure  to 
furnish  cars  ratably  in  time  of  shortage,  is  regarded  by 
the  Commission  as  an  unreasonable  preference  under  its 


"The  leading  case  is  Texas  A 
P.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Mugg,  202  U.  8.  242, 
50  L.  ed.  1011,  26  Sup.  Ct.  828, 
discussed  in  Chapter  XXII,  infra. 

"'The  leading  case  is  Texas  &  P. 
Ry.  V.  Abilene  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  204 
U.  S.  426,  51  L.  ed.  553,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  350,  discussed  in  Chapter  XXII, 
infra. 
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"How  far  shippers  are  affected 
with  familiarity  wiUi  schedules  which 
they  are  invited  to  inspect  may  be 
seen  in  Mannheim  Ins.  Co.  v.  Erie 
A  W.  Tr.  Co.,  72  Minn.  357, 75  N.  W. 
602. 

''In  re  Underbilling,  1  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  813,  1 1.  C.  C.  633. 
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provisions.''  A  complainant  was  unjustly  discriminated 
against  by  defendant's  refusal  to  provide  cars  for  the  ship- 
ment of  cross  ties,  while  it  did  furnish  cars  to  other 
persons  for  the  interstate  shipment  of  lumber,  stone,  and 
many  other  freight  articles,  and  also  supplied  cars  for  the 
shipment  of  cross  ties  destined  almost  entirely  for  its  own 
use.**  And,  for  obvious  reasons,  the  payment  of  an  un- 
reasonable rent  for  the  use  of  cars  fiimished  by  shippers 
creates  an  unreasonable  preference.  ^^  The  Commission 
cannot  sanction  any  theory  of  rate  making  on  which  a 
rate  is  published  with  the  intention  of  having  it  used  only 
by  one  shipper,  or  only  for  articles  to  be  employed  in  a 
special  xmdertaking,  and  cancelling  it  when  it  is  discovered 
that  the  rate  is  to  be  shipped  under  by  others.**  Where 
a  carrier  agrees  to  make  a  lower  rate,  lowers  the  rate  after 
the  movement  begins,  and  then  cancels  it  after  the  move- 
ment discontinues,  the  lower  rate  established  is  on  its 
face  in  the  form  of  a  rebate,  giving  special  privileges  to  a 
certain  shipper,  who  has  special  knowledge  of  the  lowering 
of  the  rate.*^ 

§  631.  Certain  unlawful  devices  considered. 

Under  the  Elkins  Act  making  it  criminal  for  a  shipper, 
by  any  device  whatever,  to  secure  the  transportation  of 
property  at  a  less  rate  than  that  named  in  the  tariffs 
published  and  filed  by  the  carrier,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
support  a  conviction  that  the  preference  be  obtained  by 
fraudulent  schemes  or  devices,  or  by  dishonest  or  under- 
handed methods,  since  the  term  ''device"  includes  any- 
thmg  which   works  a  plan  or  contrivance.  *»     In   such 

^  Richmond  Elevator  Co.  v.  Pere         *  American    Creosote    Works    v. 

Marquette  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  L  C.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  212. 
629.  ^  Alphons  Custodis  Chimney  Con- 

«♦  Paxton  Tie  Co.  v.  Detroit  S.  Ry.,  struction  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 

10  I.  C.  C.  422.  5S4. 

*»  Rice  V.  Cincinnati,  W.  A  B.  R.         "  Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  U.  S., 

R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  841,  6  I.  C.  C.  209  U.  S.  56,  28  Sup.  Ct.  428,  52 

193.  L.  ed.  681. 
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prosecutions  against  a  railroad  company  for  granting  con- 
cessions, it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine,  upon  the  evidence, 
whether  a  cancellation  of  demurrage  charges  by  the  de- 
fendant carrier  was  a  valid  settlement  of  a  disputed  claim, 
or  was  a  cancellation  made  for  the  purpose  of  extending 
a  concession  to  a  favored  shipper.^  In  one  proceeding  it 
was  found  that  a  carrier  took  ten  millions  in  non-interest 
bearing  certificates  of  indebtedness  of  a  coal  company;  as 
at  five  per  cent  per  annum,  the  interest  on  these  certifi- 
cates would  be  five  hundred  thousand  dollars,  it  was  held 
that  this  sum  was  in  all  substantial  respects  a  rebate  to 
the  coal  company,  giving  it  to  the  extent  that  it  could 
settle  its  coal  bills  in  this  way  an  unlawful  advantage 
over  independent  dealers.^  In  an  earlier  proceeding  the 
Commission  had  been  lenient  enough  to  say  that,  while 
settlements  for  advancement  made  by  shippers  for  the 
construction  of  switch  tracks  may  be  based  on  shipments, 
repayments  must  not  be  made  out  of  the  rate,  but  out  of 
available  funds  at  the  end  of  definite  intervals.'^ 


§  632.  Schemes  to  cover  discrimination. 

Discrimination  would  apparently  result  from  a  lease  by 
an  interstate  carrier  of  trackage  rights  over  a  connecting 
line  to  a  quarry,  for  the  purpose  of  hauling  with  its  own 
crew  ballast  for  use  on  its  line.'^  The  discriminatory 
practice  of  leasing  elevators  at  unduly  low  rental  or 
operating  the  same  through  subsidiary  corporations  has 
often  been  condemned.'*  Certainly,  it  is  an  unlawful 
preference  to  lease  an  elevator  at  nominal  rental  to  one 


**  United  States  v.  Philadelphia 
&  R.  Ry.,  1S4  Fed.  543. 

"  Meeker  &  Ck).  v.  Lehigh  Valley 
R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  129.  In  United 
States  V.  Hocking  Valley  R.  R.,  210 
Fed.  735,  it  was  held  that  taking  the 
securitieB  of  a  shipper  in  payment 
of  freight  bills  was  in  itself  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Act. 

"Wdeetak  Light  &   Water  Ck). 

[552] 


V.  Ft.  S.  A  W.  R.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  603. 
But  see  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  v. 
Standard  Lumber  Co.,  174  Fed.  107, 
where  an  allowance  of  10%  off  his 
freight  bills  was  made  a  shipper  who 
had  built  a  tie  hoist  to  load  his  ties. 

><  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  I.  C. 
C.  426. 

••  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  A.,  T. 
A  S.  F.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  664. 
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competitor,  by  reason  of  the  advantage  in  his  business 
which  he  thereby  acquires  from  the  favor  of  the  carrier.** 
But  query  whether  there  is  anything  objectionable  in 
having  land  for  purpose  of  building  a  tajik  leased  by 
railroad  to  a  shipper  at  rental  said  to  be  equal  to  six  per 
cent  of  the  value  of  land  so  leased."  Making  delivery  of 
carloads  free  at  a  certain  wharf,  while  charging  where 
delivery  is  made  at  other  wharves,  constitutes  an  illegal 
discrimination.*®  But  it  is  not  necessarily  an  unduly 
preferring  if  certain  receivers  of  produce  in  carload  lots  are 
allowed  to  rent  its  facilities  at  terminals.*^  The  Commis- 
sion cannot  permit  a  refund  applicable  to  a  particular 
shipment  for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling  carriers  to  make 
good  a  rate  not  in  effect  when  the  shipment  moved,  but 
which  they  had  agreed  to  protect;  such  a  practice  would 
do  away  with  the  published  tariff  altogether  if  generally 
applied.*^  Charging  lower  rates  to  one  of  two  manufac- 
turers at  the  same  point  cannot  be  justified  on  the  ground 
that  there  is  no  competition  between  them  in  the  sale  of 
their  products.** 

§  633.  Criminal  proceedings  for  discrimination. 

A  criminal  charge  under  the  Elkins  Act  for  receiving  a  re- 
bate whereby  property  is  transported  at  less  than  the 
published  rates  involves  a  single  continuous  offense,  not  a 
series  of  offenses.^  Where  a  shipper  makes  a  niunber  of 
shipments,  and  pays  the  full  legal  rate  on  each,  and  the 
carrier  remits  by  various  checks  a  portion  of  this  rate, 
each  remittance  constitutes  a  separate  offense.*^     An  in- 

"  Brook-Ranch  M.  &  E.  Co.  v.  v.  T.  A  P.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  333. 

M.  Pac.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  158.  »  Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  So.  Ry., 

*«  Molasses    Rates   from    Mobile,  25I.C.C.  112. 

28  I.  C.  C.  666.  ^  Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  U.  S., 

^  Re  Wharfage  Facilities  at  Pen-  209  U.  S.  56,  52  L.  ed.  681,  28  Sup. 

sacola,  27 1.  C.  C.  252.  Ct.  428. 

"Wholesale Produce  Dealers'. Ass'n  «  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  R.  v. 

V.  L.  I.  R.  R.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  413.  United  States,  212  U.  S.  481,   53 

*"Crowell  &  Spencer  Lumber  Co.  L.  ed.  613,  29  Sup.  Ct.  304. 
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dictment  is  not  bad  on  demurrer  for  alleging  for  greater 
ease  of  proof  as  many  payments  as  there  were  separate 
shipments,  although  the  evidence  may  show  that  all  the 
shipments  were  rebated  for  one  payment  by  the  carrier, 
and  that,  therefore,  only  one  offense  was  committed.** 
An  indictment  against  a  shipper  for  accepting  a  concession 
below  the  published  rate  is  not  bad  on  demiurer  for 
failure  to  allege  the  payment  by  the  defendant  to  the 
carrier  of  the  alleged  unlawful  rate.*'  In  an  indictment  for 
accepting  and  receiving  a  concession,  proof  that  a  shipper 
has  agreed  to  accept  a  concession,  stopping  there,  will 
not  support  an  indictment  for  accepting  a  concession, 
imtil  the  intended  wrong  becomes  an  accepted  fact  by  the 
actual  payment  of  the  lower  rate,  or  by  some  book  trans- 
action resulting  in  the  offsetting  of  mutual  accounts.** 
For  the  rule  seems  to  be  that  where  an  indictment  charges 
the  acceptance  and  receipt  of  money  paid  as  a  rebate,  and 
not  the  acceptance  of  a  concession,  there  can  be  no  viola- 
tion of  the  Act  until  it  is  shown  that  the  money  intended 
as  a  rebate  was  actually  paid.*^  But  an  indictment  which 
alleged  the  lawful  rate  to  be  so  much  per  car,  and  that 
defendant  carrier  charged  and  received  only  a  certain 
lower  amount  per  car,  sufficiently  charges  the  giving  and 
receiving  of  a  ''concession."  *•  Likewise  an  indictment  is 
sufficient  which  alleges  the  payment  of  the  scheduled  rate 
by  the  shipper  to  the  carrier,  the  subsequent  pajnnent  of  the 
rebate;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  indictment  par- 
ticularly describe  the  device  resorted  to  by  the  carrier  to 
accept  the  unlawful  transportation.*^ 

§  634.  What  intent  is  necessary. 
Where  a  shipper  knowingly  transports  goods  at  less 

"United   States   v.   Central   Vt.  « United   States   v.    Bunch,    165 

Ry.,  157  Fed.  291.  Fed.  736. 

"United   States  v.   Vacuum  Oil  « Atchison,  T.   &   S.   F.  Ry.  v. 

Ck).,  158  Fed.  536.  United  States,  170  Fed.  250. 

"  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  Indiana  v.  **  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  A  O.  Ry.  v. 

United  States,   164  Fed.  376,  386.  United  States,  162  Fed.  835. 
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than  the  published  rate,  he  is  liable  to  conviction  under 
the  Elkins  Act,  despite  the  fact  that  his  conduct  does  not 
involve  turpitude  or  moral  wrong.  ^  The  corporation 
which  profits  by  the  transaction  of  rebating  may  be  held 
punishable  by  fine,  because  of  the  knowledge  and  intent  of 
its  agents  to  whom  it  has  intrusted  authority  to  act  in  the 
subject-matter  of  making  and  fixing  rates  of  transporta- 
tion.^® Rebating  must  be  willful  in  order  to  constitute  a 
criminal  offense;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  support  a 
contention  against  a  carrier  that  it  knowingly  granted  a 
rate  by  means  of  an  elevation  allowance  lower  than  the 
pubUshed  rate  without  proof  that  the  defendant  acted  in 
bad  faith.  ^®  It  is  error  to  exclude  evidence  offered  on  the 
part  of  defendant  to  show  that  it  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  lawfully  published  rate,  especially  where  the  tariffs 
setting  out  such  rate  were  involved  and  somewhat  am- 
biguous.^^ Since  to  make  defendant  guilty,  the  concession 
granted  must  have  been  made  willfully,  it  is  error  to  ex- 
clude evidence  offered  bearing  upon  the  intention  of  the 
defendant.^^  To  make  a  carrier  criminally  Uable  under  the 
Act  the  omission  or  act  complained  of  must  be  willful,  so 
an  accidental  mistake  is  not  the  basis  of  prosecution; 
but  willful  does  not  mean  with  malice  or  bad  purpose,  but 
simply  with  knowledge.^'  A  carrier  in  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion cannot  be  heard  to  deny  that  it  did  not  know  of  a 
rate  which  it  itself  had  established  in  accordance  with  the 
law,  or  urge  as  a  justification  for  its  departure  therefrom, 
that  it  charged  the  lower  rate  at  the  insistent  demand  of 
the  shipper.  ^^ 

^Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  United  *^ Standard    Oil   Ck).   of    Indiana 

States,  209  U.  S.  56,  52  L.  ed.  681,  v.  United  States,  164  Fed.  376. 

28  Sup.  Ct.  428;  see  also  Chicago,  B.  >*  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

&  Q.  R.  R.  V.  United  States,  209  U.  United  States,  170  Fed.  250. 

S.  90,  52  L.  ed.  698,  28  Sup.  Ct.  439.  ^  United  States  v.  T.  &  P.  R., 

<•  N.  Y.  Central  v.  United  States,  185  Fed.  820. 

212  U.  S.  481,  53  L.  ed.  613,  29  Sup.  •«  United    States    v.    Merchants' 

Ct.  304.  &  Miners*  Transp.  Co.,  187  Fed.  363; 

^  Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  A  O.  Ry.  v.  see  also  Wisconsin  C.  Ry.  v.  United 

United  States,  162  Fed.  835.  States,  169  Fed.  76. 
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§  636.  Civil  liability  for  discrimination. 

Discrimination  can  only  injure  a  complaining  shipper,  if 
his  rival  has  been  given  an  unfair  advantage  in  the  same 
market,  although  different  points  of  destination  may  be- 
long to  the  same  market.^*  The  liability  under  section  9 
of  the  Act  for  unjust  discrimination,  in  making  secret 
allowances  to  favored  shippers,  is  not  held  strictly  as  a 
penalty  in  suits  in  the  court  for  damages,  but  as  a  cause  of 
action  which  survives  and  may  be  prosecuted  by  execu- 
tors.^ In  any  case  where  the  published  rate  is  unjustly 
discriminatory,  the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  order 
reparation  to  shippers  injured  thereby,  if  they  can  be 
discovered.^^  But  in  proceedings  on  behalf  of  the  govern- 
ment, it  would  be  a  vain  attempt  in  many  cases  to  under- 
take to  ascertain  with  reasonable  certainty  just  what  has 
resulted,  and  who  has  been  injured  by  transactions  of  the 
kind;  the  lawmakers,  assuming  that  such  practice  would 
naturally  result  in  many  instances  in  favoritism  and 
irreparable  wrong,  have  enacted  the  law  which  adjudges 
the  practice  itself  to  be  wrong  and  forbids  it.^  The 
questions  relating  to  commission  and  coiui;  proceedings, 
both  civil  and  criminal,  based  upon  the  allegation  and 
proof  of  discrimination  or  preference,  are  so  multifarious 
that  two  chapters  later  on — Chapter  XXIII  and  Chap- 
ter XXIV — are  wholly  devoted  to  the  detail  of  these  pro- 
ceedings and  the  relief  granted  therein. 

Topic  C    Established  Exceptions  to  Rvle 

§  636.  Public  wrong  in  giving  free  passes. 

These  general  principles  against  personal  discrimination 
should,  of  course,  apply  to  transportation  of  passengers  as 
well  as  to  transportation  of  goods.     Dissimilarity  of  cir- 

"  Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.  Co.,  13  I.  C. 

Penna.  R.  R.  Co.,  181  Fed.  403.  C.  128. 

"  Langdon  v.  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.,  194  "  Armour  Car  Linee  v.  S.  P.  Co., 

Fed.  486.  17  I.  C.  C.  461. 
I                                    ^  MinneapoUB  ThreBhing  Machine 
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cumstances  will  justify  differences  in  passenger  rates  as 
well  as  differences  in  freight  rates,  but  outright  discrimina- 
tion between  passengers  asking  the  same  service  under  the 
same  conditions  is  as  odious  as  personal  discrimination 
between  shippers  who  ask  the  same  service.  To  quote  the 
language  of  Commissioner  Knapp  in  Harvey  v.  Louisville 
and  Nashville  Railroad  Company:  **  "The  fundamental 
and  pervading  purpose  of  the  law  is  equality  of  treatment. 
It  assumes  that  the  railroads  are  engaged  in  a  public 
service,  and  requires  that  service  to  be  impartially  ren- 
dered. It  asserts  the  right  of  every  citizen  to  use  the 
agencies  which  the  carrier  provides  on  equal  terms  with 
all  his  fellows,  and  finds  an  invasion  of  that  right  in  every 
unauthorized  exemption  from  charges  commonly  imposed. 
No  form  of  favoritism  and  no  species  of  partiality  seems 
more  odious  or  indefensible  than  that  which  accords  to 
personal  influence  or  public  station  privileges  not  enjoyed 
by  the  community  at  large.  The  free  carriage  of  certain 
persons  merely  because  they  occupy  official  positions,  or 
have  acquired  some  measiu'e  of  distinction,  offends  the 
rudest  conception  of  equality,  and  contravenes  alike  the 
policy  and  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  The  practices 
complained  of  in  this  proceeding  are  illegal,  and  must 
receive  om*  condemnation."  ^ 

§  637.  Passes  prima  facie  discrimination. 

It  was  formerly  customary  to  give  free  passes  very 
freely  to  the  famifies  and  acquaintances  of  those  connected 
with  the  railroad  management,  and  also  to  various  gentle- 
men whose  claim  for  the  privilege  of  free  transportation 
was  based  upon  the  fact  that  they  were  long  eminent  in 
the  public  service,  higher  officers  of  the  States,  prominent 
officials  of  the  United  States,  members  of  legislative  rail- 

**  5 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  153.  purpose  of  the  Act  to  place  all  ship- 

^  The  object  of  the  Act  is  to  pre-  pers  upon  equal  terms.     Colorado 

vent  favoritism  by  any  means  or  Free  Pass^  Investigation,  26  I.  C.  C. 

device  whatsoever  and  to  prohibit  491. 

practices  Vhich  run  counter  to  the 
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road  committees,  and  persons  whose  good  will  was  claimed 
to  be  important  to  the  railroad.*^  Within  the  last  few 
years  the  statute  law  and  the  interpretation  of  it  based 
upon  common-law  principles  has  become  increasingly 
opposed  to  the  issue  of  such  passes.  The  temper  of  the 
courts  under  the  new  regime  may  be  judged  from  the 
following  language,  often  cited,  used  in  a  charge  to  the 
Grand  Jury*^  by  Morrow,  District  Judge,  when  he  said 
squarely:  "In  other  words,  one  of  the  objects  of  Congress 
in  this  character  of  legislation  was  to  do  away  with  the 
pernicious  practice  of  unjust  discriminations  in  rates,  and 
to  break  up  the  odious  system  of  favoritism  and  special 
privileges,  so  contrary  to  the  principles  of  our  govern- 
ment, of  which  one  of  the  fundamental  ideas  is  that  all 
men  are  equal  in  the  eyes  of  the  law,  and  should  be  so 
treated.  It  was  designed  by  the  Act  referred  to,  to  compel 
common  carriers  of  interstate  commerce  to  discharge  their 
public  function  impartially  in  charging  for  transportation; 
treating  everybody  alike,  so  far  as  that  is  practicable, 
whether  in  high  or  low  station,  whether  public  functionary 
or  private  citizen,  whether  rich  or  poor.'' 

§  638.  Reductions  for  general  classes. 

The  suggestion  is  made  in  several  cases  that  general 
reductions  may  be  made  to  further  certain  policies,  pro- 
vided that  the  public  interests  are  thereby  promoted.  It  is 
urged  that  such  concessions,  if  permitted,  will  turn  out 
for  the  best  interests  of  all  concerned  in  the  end.  The 
weight  of  this  line  of  argument  may  be  judged  by  the 
following  abstract  of  part  of  the  opinion  of  Judge  Baxter 
in  Hays  v.  Pennsylvania  Company.*'     He  said  in  eflfect 

•^  This  list  is  largely  made  up  from  v.  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  125  N.  C.  666, 

a  description  of  the  former  situation  34  S.  E.  527. 

in  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Had-  •»  12  Fed.  309. 

ley,  168  Fed.  317.    See  also  State  v.  This  principle  was  also  urged  in 

Martyn,  82  Neb.  225, 117  N.  W.  719,  Lough  v.   Outerbridge,   143  N.  Y. 

23  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  217.  271,  38  N.  E.  292,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. 

"  66  Fed.  146.    See  further  State  712,  26  L.  R.  A.  674. 
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that  it  is  only  when  the  discrimination  inures  to  the  undue 
advantage  of  one  man,  in  consequence  of  some  injustice 
inflicted  on  another,  that  the  law  intervenes  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  latter.  Harmless  discrimination  such  as  a 
concession  to  a  general  class  might  be  indulged  in.  For 
instance,  he  said  that  the  carrjdng  of  supplies  at  nominal 
rates  to  communities  scourged  by  disease  or  rendered 
destitute  by  floods  or  other  casualty  would  not  entitle 
other  communities  to  have  their  supplies  carried  at  the 
same  rate.  Furthermore,  it  is  the  custom  as  he  pointed 
out  for  railroad  companies  to  carry  fertilizers  and  ma- 
chinery for  mining  and  manufacturing  purposes  to  be 
employed  along  the  lines  of  their  respective  roads  to 
develop  the  country  and  stimulate  productions,  as  a  means 
of  insuring  a  permanent  increase  of  their  business  at  lower 
rates  than  are  charged  on  other  classes  of  freight;  and  such 
discrimination  while  it  tends  to  advance  the  interest  of 
all,  worked  no  injustice,  he  thought,  to  anyone.^^ 


§  639.  Whether  statutory  exceptions  are  exclusive. 

Under  the  old  regime  many  classes  of  people  got  free 
transportation  or  reduced  rates.  So  far  did  this  go,  that 
many  decisions  spoke  of  exceptional  classes  for  which  con- 
cessions were  legally  justifiable.  In  the  original  Act,  there 
were  express  provisions  as  to  certain  classes  of  reduced 
rates,  but  the  statutory  list  omitted  many  usual  conces- 
sions. When  this  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  it  was  held**  that  the  list  was  not  ex- 


•*  In  Hoover  v.  Penna.  R.  R.  CJo., 
156  Pa.  St.  220,  27  Ail.  282,  36  Am. 
St.  Rep.  43,  22  L.  R.  A.  263,  it  was 
held  in  accordance  with  these  prin- 
ciples that  a  lower  rate  might  be 
made  for  coal  brought  in  by  factories 
than  for  coal  consigned  to  coal  yards. 

But  see  Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.,  136  N.  C.  479, 
48  S.  E.  813,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
a  lower   in-bound   rate   on   lumber 


could  not  be  made  to  a  manufacturer 
of  furniture  than  for  lumber  for  local 
consumption. 

**  The  quotation  is  from  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Justice  Brown  in  Interstate 
Com.  Comm.  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
R.  R.,  145  U.  S.  163,  36  L.  ed.  699, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  844. 

See  Schuyler  v.  Southern  Pacific 
Co.,  37  Utah  612,  109  Pac.  458, 
passes  for  care  takers  held  permisnblc. 
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elusive,  but  indicated  the  sort  of  exceptions  that  could  be 
made.  In  other  words,  this  section  is  rather  illustrative 
than  exclusive.  "Indeed,"  said  the  court,  "many  if  not 
all,  the  excepted  classes  named  are  those  which,  in  the 
absence  of  this  section,  would  not  necessarily  be  held  the 
subjects  of  an  unjust  discrimination,  if  more  favorable 
terms  were  extended  to  them  than  to  ordinary  passengers. 
Such,  for  instance,  are  property  of  the  United  States, 
State  or  mimicipal  governments;  destitute  and  homeless 
persons  transported  free  of  charge  by  charitable  societies; 
indigent  persons  transported  at  the  expense  of  mimicipal 
governments;  inmates  of  soldiers'  homes,  and  ministers  of 
religion."  To  remedy  this  indefinite  condition,  one  of  the 
amendments  of  1906  contains  a  most  elaborate  list  of  the 
instances  where  free  transportation  or  reduced  rates  may 
be  given  different  patrons  asking  substantially  the  same 
service.  It  is  now  properly  held  that  this  Ust  is  exclusive; 
and  no  other  outright  discriminations  to  excepted  classes 
can  be  made.  In  a  recent  case  in  the  Supreme  Coiuli" 
the  opinion  was  clear  now  to  the  effect  that  as  the 
legislation  was  specific  it  could  not  be  construed  away: 
"We  think  it  was  the  intention  of  Congress  to  prevent  a 
departure  from  the  published  rates  and  schedules  in  any 
manner  whatsoever.  If  this  be  not  so,  a  wide  door  is 
opened  to  favoritism  in  the  carriage  of  property,  in  the 
instances  mentioned,  free  of  charge." 

§  640.  Special  forms  of  passenger  tickets. 

The  provision  of  the  Act  allowing  the  issuance  of  mile- 
age, excursion  and  commutation  tickets,  authorizes  special 
rates  to  commuters,  which  are  less  per  mile  than  the 
charges  to  other  passengers  for  long  distances;  but  these 
differences  are  not  imjust  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  nor  are 

"*  The  quotation  b  from  the  opinion  See  State  v.  Union  Pacific  Co., 
of   Mr.   Justice   Day   in   American  87   Neb.  29,   126  N.  W.  859,  ex- 
Express  Co.  V.  United  States,  212  change  of  transportation  for  publicity 
U.  S.  522,  53  L.  ed.  635,  29  Sup.  Ct.  forbidden. 
315. 
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places  outside  the  commutation  territory  thereby  sub- 
jected to  \mdue  prejudice  within  the  purview  of  the  Act.*^ 
A  party-rate  ticket,  it  was  said  in  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio 
case  discussed  in  the  previous  section,  is  not  a  '' mileage" 
or  '^ excursion"  ticket,  within  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion; nor  does  it  seem  to  be  included  in  the  phrase  ''com- 
mutation ticket;"  but  it  was  held  that  special  party-rate 
tickets,  being  of  this  general  class,  might  be  sold  at  a 
lower  rate  of  fare,  though  not  enumerated  in  section  22.^ 
It  would  seem  that,  under  the  amendments  of  1906,  this 
interpretation  must  remain  unchanged,  so  far  as  the  car- 
riage of  goods  imder  dissimilar  circumstances  or  the  issu- 
ance of  special  forms  of  tickets  are  concerned;  but  the 
enumeration  of  persons  to  whom  free  passes  may  be  issued 
is  so  exhaustive  and  so  carefully  made  that  it  is  to  be  held 
exclusive,  as  the  second  case  discussed  in  the  previous 
section  held.  All  forms  of  tickets,  issued  under  the  saving 
of  this  clause,  must,  however,  be  sold  for  a  reasonable  rate 
for  the  particular  service  and  without  discrimination  to 
all  applicants.^  Carrying  baggage  free  for  such  passengers 
as  present  it  for  transportation  along  with  them,  it  may 
be  noted,  is  held  no  discrimination  against  passengers 
traveling  without  baggage.^  But  no  opinion  was  expressed 
upon  the  lawfulness  of  a  carrier's  practice  of  transporting 
packages  of  a  certain  kind  free  for  commuters  or  pas- 
sengers.^^ 

§  641.  Concessions  for  government  business- 
It  is  generally  said  that  special  reductions  or  even  free 
service  may  be  given  a  government,  of  whatever  grade  it 
may  be,  without  its  being  considered  imdue  preference  or 

^  Sprigg  V.  B.  k  O.  R.  R.,  8  Int.  ^  Frdght   Bureau   v.   Gmdnnati, 

Com.  Rep.  443.  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

"See  notes  63  and  64,  supra;  see  195. 

also  Larrison  v.  Chicago  ft  G.  T.  ^  Herbeck  Demer  Co.  y.  B.  &  O. 

Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  369, 1 1.  C.  C.  R.  R.,  17 1.  C.  C.  85. 

147;  Troy  Board  of  Trade  V.  Alabama  '^  Walker  v.  B.  ft  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  12 

M.  Ry.,  6 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  1.  I.  C.  C.  196. 
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ill^al  discrimination.  Thus  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  has  squarely  said^^  that  as  a  common-law 
matter,  regardless  of  whether  the  exception  was  specific- 
ally made  in  the  legislation,  the  property  of  United  States, 
State,  coimty  or  municipal  governments  might  be  trans- 
ported on  more  favorable  terms  than  for  other  parties 
without  its  being  illegal  discrimination.  In  view  of  the 
special  provisions  of  the  Act  applicable  thereto,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  troops  and  property  of  the  government 
may  be  carried  at  special  rates,  which  need  not  even  be 
posted  or  filed.^'  The  transportation  of  fish  and  eggs, 
distributed  by  the  United  States  Commission  of  Fish  and 
Fisheries,  has  been  held  within  the  exception  of  section  22 
of  the  Act.^*  Under  this  exception  the  Commission  has 
ruled  that  a  carrier  may  make  special  rates  with  individuals 
to  enable  the  latter  to  make  proposals  to  the  Interior 
Department  for  transportation  of  Indian  supplies,  such 
transportation  being  for  the  United  States.^^  It  is,  how- 
ever, improper  to  permit  the  benefit  of  the  government 
rate  to  accrue  to  anyone  other  than  government;  thus  con- 
tractors on  public  work  are  not  governments,  and  cannot 
be  given  special  rates.^* 

§  642.  Reduction  for  charitable  purposes. 

The  argument  has  been  made  in  several  cases,  most  of 
them  early  cases,  that  it  could  not  be  contrary  to  law  for 
the  carrier  to  make  occasional  concessions  in  particular 
cases,  as  no  harm  of  any  considerable  sort  would  be  done 
to  others  by  the  granting  of  such  special  favors.  The  ex- 
ample usually  given  of  such  occasional  favors  is  that  the 
railroad  might  carry  for  charity  in  particular  instances. 
If  this  be  so,  it  must  according  to  modem  ideas  be  subject 

'*  Interstate   Commeroe   Commis-  "**  Re  Indian  SupplieSi  I  Int.  Ck)m. 

sion  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.  Ck).,  145  Rep.  22, 1 1.  C.  C.  15. 

U.  S.  leS,  36  L.  ed.  699,  12  Sup.  Ct.  "  Havens  A  Co.  v.  C.  A  N.  W. 

844.  Ry.  Co.,  20 1.  C.  C.  166. 

'*  United  States  v.  So.  P.  Co.,  25  ^  Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co. 

J  C.  C.  255.  V.  Ann  Arbor  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  197. 
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to  the  most  strict  limitations;  and  if  this  exception  re- 
mains in  modem  common  law  it  can  only  be  with  the 
qualification  expressed  by  Chief  Justice  Doe  in  one  of  his 
great  cases,'^  "This  question  may  be  made  unnecessarily 
di£Scult  by  an  indefiniteness,  confusion,  and  obscurity  of 
ideas  that  may  arise  when  the  public  duty  of  a  common 
carrier,  and  the  correlative  common  right  to  his  reason- 
able service  for  a  reasonable  price,  are  not  clearly  and 
broadly  distinguished  from  a  matter  of  private  charity. 
If  A  receives,  as  charity,  transportation  service  without 
price,  or  for  less  than  a  reasonable  price,  from  B,  who  is  a 
common  carrier,  A  does  not  receive  it  as  a  performance  of 
his  public  duty;  C,  who  is  required  to  pay  a  reasonable 
price  for  a  reasonable  service,  is  not  injured;  and  the 
public,  supplied  with  reasonable  facilities  and  accommoda- 
tions on  reasonable  terms,  cannot  complain  that  B  is 
violating  his  public  duty.  There  is,  in  such  a  case,  no 
discrimination,  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  in  that  reason- 
able service  for  a  reasonable  price  which  is  the  common 
right.  A  person  who  is  a  common  carrier  may  devote  to 
the  needy,  in  any  necessary  form  of  relief,  all  the  reason- 
able profits  of  his  business.  He  has  the  same  right  that 
anyone  else  has  to  give  money  or  goods  or  transportation 
to  the  poor.  But  it  is  neither  his  legal  duty  to  be  charit- 
able at  his  own  expense,  nor  his  legal  right  to  be  charitable 
at  the  expense  of  those  whose  servant  he  is."  ^ 

§  643.  Transportation  for  the  carrier  itself. 

A  carrier  can,   of  course,  lawfully  transport,   without 
making  charges  to  itself  therefor,  materials  and  suppUes 

ff  McDuffee  y.  Portland  &,  R.  R.  must  be  made  for  a  pass  to  the  proper 

R.,  62   N.   H.  430,    13  Am.  Rep.  authority,  or  the  minister  will  not  be 

72.  entitled  to  the  reduction.    Emerson 

^  Rates  may  be  reduced  for  re-  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  6 1.  C.  C. 

ligious  teachers  as  an  act  of  charity.  Rep.   289.     Charitable   institutions 

and  miasionarieB  are  included  in  the  and  clergymen  defined:   Re  Passes 

exception.     Re  Religious  Teachers,  for  Charitable  Institutions,  15  I.  C. 

1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  21.     Application  C.  45. 
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for  its  own  use  in  its  proper  business.^*  But  a  carrier  may 
not  lawfully  transport  free,  or  at  a  reduced  rate,  materials 
for  building  or  repairs  on  a  refrigeration  plant  built  under 
contract  with  carrier,  but  which  also  engages  in  commer- 
cial ice  business.^  Contractors  engaged  in  working  upon 
railroad  property  may  properly  be  supplied  with  the  trans- 
portation necessary  for  carrying  on  the  job  at  reduced 
rates  or  without  charges.**  So  it  may  be  provided  in  con- 
tracts with  other  companies,  where  the  railroad  partici- 
pates in  the  use,  that  men  and  materials  may  be  trans- 
ported without  charges  for  construction  and  repairs.** 
It  has  always  been  permitted  that  a  company  may  prop- 
erly pass  its  own  employees  and  officers,  its  agents,  sur- 
geons, physicians,  and  attorneys  at  law,  unless  their 
employment  is  nominal.*^  But  it  can  now  pass  their 
families  onlj"  in  so  far  as  the  Act  provides;  although  it 
should  be  said  that  as  the  phrasing  relating  to  this  matter 
now  reads  there  are  some  ambiguities.*^ 

§  644.  Sale  and  delivery  of  commodities. 

Where  a  railroad  buys  or  produces  commodities  and 
then  sells  them  and  delivers  them  to  the  buyer  at  a  price 
which  really  nets  the  road  for  its  transportation  charges 
less  than  the  scheduled  rates  the  Supreme  Coiu't  has  held 
that  the  transaction  involves  an  illegal  rebate.**  The  pur- 
pose of  the  statute,  said  the  court  in  that  case,  was  to 
make  the  prohibition  applicable  to  every  method  of  deal- 
ing by  a  carrier  by  which  the  forbidden  result  could  be 
brou^t  about.  If  the  public  purpose  which  the  statute 
was  intended  to  accomplish  be  borne  in  mind,  its  meaning 

^  In  re  Transportation  of  Company  **  Colorado  Free  Paas  Investiga- 

Material,  22 1.  C.  C.  439.  tion,  26 1.  C.  C.  491. 

» In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  I.  C.  >«  Ex  parte  Koehler,  31  Fed.  315, 

C.  R.  426.  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  317. 

"  Grant  Bros.   Co.   v.  Atchison,  »  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  13  Ariz.  186,  108  Interstate    Commerce    Commission, 

Pac.  467.  200     U.     S.     361,     26     Sup.     Ct. 

>*Re     Railroad-Telegraph     Con-  272. 
tracts,  12 1.  C.  C.  10. 
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becomeS;  if  possible,  clearer.  What  was  that  purpose? 
It  was  to  compel  the  carrier,  as  a  public  agent,  to  give 
equal  treatment  to  all.  Now  if,  by  the  mere  fact  of  pur- 
chasing and  selling  merchandise  to  be  transported,  a 
carrier  is  endowed  with  the  power  of  disregardmg  the 
published  rate,  it  becomes  apparent  that  the  carrier  pos- 
sesses the  right  to  treat  the  owners  of  like  commodities 
by  entirely  different  rules.  Consequently  it  was  held  in 
the  early  days  of  the  Commission  that  a  railroad  company 
violated  the  Act  by  developing  a  system  for  buying  and 
transportmg  grain.««  It  was  held  by  the  Commission,  to 
be  siu-e,  in  another  case^  that  the  two  railroads  in  the 
question  might  legally  mine  and  sell  coal,  because  they 
had  possessed  for  a  long  time  before  the  passage  of  the 
Act  the  legal  power  to  do  so;  and  the  Commission  could 
only  enforce  the  requirement  that  their  rates  for  carriage 
should  be  reasonable.  Since  the  policy  against  transport- 
ing its  own  commodities  in  commerce  has  been  denoimced, 
the  Commission  has  been  very  sweeping  in  its  generaliza- 
tions against  such  arrangements,  saying  that  so  long  as 
there  is  identity  of  ownership  in  the  agency  of  transpor- 
tation and  the  thing  transported  it  is  difficult,  if  not  impos- 
sible, to  prevent  discrimination.^ 

§  646.  Policy  of  the  commodities  clause. 

By  the  Hepburn  Act  of  1906,  it  was  provided  that, 
after  May  1,  1908,  it  should  be  illegal  for  a  carrier  to 
transport  property  owned  by  it.  In  litigation  brought  to 
test  validity  of  this  commodities  clause,  as  it  is  called, 
the  Supreme  Court  ^^  held  that,  although  the  legislation 


"Re  Alleged  Unlawful  Rates,  7 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  33;  see  also  Re  Trans- 
portation of  Goal,  10 1.  C.  C.  473. 

«  Haddock  v.  D.,  L.  A  W.  Ry.,  3 
Int.  Com.  R^.  302,  4  I.  C.  C.  296; 
see  also  Cox.  v.  L.  V.  R.  R.,  3  Int. 
Com.   Rep.  460,  4  I.   C.   C.   435. 

"Cedar  Hill  C.  A  C.  Co.  ▼.  A.,  T. 
A  8.  F.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  73. 


"  United  States  v.  Delaware  A  H. 
R.  R.,  213  U.  S.  366,  53  L.  ed.  836, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  527.  In  D.,  L.  A  W.  Ry. 
V.  United  States,  231  U.  S.  363,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  55,  the  commodities  clause 
was  held  applicable  to  the  transporta- 
tion of  hay  brought  by  a  railroad  for 
use  in  mines  which  it  owned. 
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was  constitutional,  it  did  not  apply  to  the  facts  of  the  case 
before  it,  which  are  in  fact  more  often  found,  where  the 
railroad  company  did  not  own  the  coal  itself,  but  owned 
the  controlling  interest  in  the  stock  of  large  coal  companies 
shipping  over  it.  However,  the  Supieme  Court  ^  has 
very  recently  held  that,  while  under  the  commodities  clause 
of  the  Hepburn  Act  the  right  of  a  railroad  company  as 
a  stockholder  in  a  coal  company  to  use  its  stock  owner- 
ship for  the  purpose  of  a  bona  fide  separate  administra- 
tion of  the  a£fairs  of  the  coal  corporation  may  not  be 
denied,  the  use  of  such  stock  ownership  for  the  purpose  of 
destroying  the  entity  of  the  producing  corporation,  and  of 
commingling  its  a£fairs  in  administration  with  the  affairs 
of  the  railroad  company,  so  as  to  make  the  two  corpora- 
tions virtually  one,  brings  the  raikoad  company  withm  the 
prohibition  of  the  commodities  clause.  While  the  Com- 
mission has  not  been  charged  with  the  enforcement  of  the 
clause,  it  must  necessarily  take  cognizance  of  any  viola- 
tion thereof  whereby  a  wrong  is  done  by  a  railroad  carry- 
ing its  own  coal  to  other  shippers  over  its  lines  who  are 
under  the  protection  of  the  Act.'*  In  the  latest  case  before 
the  Commission  involving  the  clause  it  was  held  the  owner- 
ship of  a  railroad  by  the  principal  shipper  over  it  was  not 
forbidden  by  the  Act;  and  at  all  events  such  a  railroad 
should  not  be  subjected  to  discrimination  by  other  carriers 
even  if  it  were  violating  the  clause.** 

§  646.  Carriage  for  other  companies. 

Where  the  stock  in  one  railway  company  is  owned  by 
another  railway   company,    but   both   maintain   separate 

^  United  States  v.  Lehigh  V.  R.  R.,  not  work  a  violation  of  the  clause  by 

220  U.  S.  257,  55  L.  ed.  458,  31  Sup.  reason  of  the  subsequent  transporta- 

Ct.  387.    In  United  States  v.  Dela-  tion  of  such  coal, 

ware,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  213  Fed.  240,  it  "  Consolidated  Fuel  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 

was  held  that  a  contract  between  a  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  554. 

railroad  company  and  a  coal  company  **  Campbell's  Creek  Coal  Co.  v. 

by  which  the  latter  agreed  to  pur-  A.  A.  R.  R.,  29  I.  C.  C.  682. 
chase  coal  mined  by  the  former  did 
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organizations  and  report  separately  to  Commission,  they 
may  not  carry  freight  free  for  each  other.*'  The  local  rate 
to  a  junction  point  should  be  same  for  all  shippers  to  that 
point,  and  the  through  charge  on  shipments  going  beyond 
junction  should  be  alike  for  all  shippers  to  same  destinar 
tion;  therefore,  where  coal  is  consigned  to  a  point  on 
railroad  B  from  a  point  on  railroad  A,  the  regular  rate 
from  point  to  point  should  be  paid,  although  this  is  coal 
to  be  used  as  fuel  by  the  road.*^  A  railroad  company  or 
system  cannot  lawfully  contract,  in  consideration  of  free 
telegraph  service  or  service  at  reduced  rates  over  wii^ 
beyond  its  own  right  of  way,  to  furnish  free  or  reduced- 
rate  transportation  in  connection  with  the  construction, 
maintenance,  or  operation  of  a  telegraph  line  and  service 
off  the  line  of  such  company  or  system  and  upon  the  line 
or  lines  of  another  carrier  or  system.*^  A  carrier  as  a 
shipper  may  not  have  any  preference  in  the  application  of 
transportation  conditions  or  in  the  matter  of  tariff  charges; 
and  conversely  a  carrier  shipping  over  the  lines  of  another 
is  entitled  to  the  same  treatment  as  any  other  shipper.^ 

§  647.  No  obligation  to  grant  such  concessions. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  here  as  throughout  this 
whole  discussion,  that  there  is  no  common-law  obligation 
resting  upon  the  company  to  give  concessions  of  any  kind 
from  the  rates  others  pay  for  the  same  service.  This 
makes  one  doubtful  of  the  legal  character  of  these  excep- 
tions as  an  abstract  matter  of  common  law;  for  were  there 
imperative  reasons  dictating  such  exceptions,  a  company 
could  not  refuse  to  make  them  in  any  case.    And,  indeed, 

**  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  LC.C.  Right   of    Rulroad    Companies    to 

426.  Exchange  Transportation,  12  I.  C.  C. 

*^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-  39. 

sion  y.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  225  ''Re  Transportation  of  Company 

U.  8.  326,  56  L.  ed.  1107,  32  Sup.  Ct.  Material,  22  I.  C.  C.  439;  see  also 

742.  Hutchison  C.  &  C.  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 

^Re    Railroad    Telegraph    Con-  R.  R.,  16 1.  C.  C.  512. 
tracts,  12  I.  C.  C.  10.    See  also  Re 
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it  is  significant  that  it  is  well  agreed  that  the  company 
need  not  niake  any  such  concessions.  It  may  even  refuse 
to  the  United  States  government  a  party-rate  ticket  for 
soldiers  which  it  usually  sells  to  other  managers  of  travelers 
in  groups,  as  one  extreme  case  holds.*^  Moreover,  it  may 
discriminate  in  granting  its  favors,  which  is  proof  positive 
that  this  is  no  part  of  its  legal  obligation.  Thus  a  par- 
ticular minister  of  the  gospel  whom  a  carrier  refused  to 
carry  for  the  customary  reduced  fare  charged  such  persons 
has  no  right  of  action  against  the  carrier  because  of  the 
discrimination.^  The  most  that  these  ^ceptions  amount 
to,  therefore,  is  that  there  is  a  sufficient  public  policy  in 
them  to  justify  the  legislation  extending  these  special  favors. 


§  648.  Collateral  results  of  illegal  discrimination. 

Any  contract  entered  into  for  the  performance  of  any* 
thing  to  be  done  in  violation  of  the  Act  is,  of  course, 
unenforceable  in  the  courts.  Thus  where  a  special  service 
was  contracted  for,  which  was  not  covered  by  the  rate  as 
scheduled,  it  was  recently  held  by  the  Supreme  Coiut  that 
no  action  could  be  brought  for  breach  of  the  contract  to 
forward  in  the  way  promised.**  So  where  a  contract  with 
the  carrier  provides  for  refund  to  the  shipper  of  a  portion 
of  a  published  interstate  rate,  it  was  held  by  a  state  court 
that  such  a  contract  cannot  be  enforced,  even  though  the 
shipper  may  not  have  known  that  he  was  violatmg  the 
law.^    The  extent  to  which  such  illegality  taints  collateral 


^  United  States  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  R.  R.  Co.,  127  Fed.  785. 

In  so  far  as  the  laws  adminis- 
tered by  this  Commission  are  con- 
cerned, the  right  of  caniers  to  trans- 
port government  property  free  or  at 
reduced  rates  is  elective  and  not 
mandatory.  United  States  v.  U.  P. 
R.  R.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  518. 

**  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunnigan 
(Miss.),  50  So.  443,  24  L.  R.  A.  (N. 
S.)  503. 
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Refusal  to  return  free  property 
exhibited  at  National  Dairy  Show 
Asso.  in  Chicago,  while  returning 
free  property  exhibited  at  State 
fairs  and  expodtions  at  Syracuse 
and  Trenton  not  found  unduly  dis- 
criminatory. Dairymen's  Supply  Co. 
V.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  28 1.  C.  C.  406. 

''Chicago  A  A.  R.  R.  v.  Kirby, 
225  U.  S.  155,  56  L.  ed.  1033,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  648. 

^Louisville  &  N.  R.   R.  Co.  v. 
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transactions  so  as  to  bar  the  plaintiff  from  recovery  is  a 
question  on  the  authorities.  Where  a  shipper  has  himself 
enjoyed  an  unlawful  rate,  he  cannot  naturally  recover  for 
unjust  discrimination  against  a  carrier  for  giving  a  com- 
petitor on  like  shipment  a  lower  rate  still.  ^  And  it  would 
be  agreed  that  a  shipper  declaring  false  value  to  secure  a 
reduced  rate  is  estopped,  in  case  of  loss  or  damage,  from 
denying  correctness  of  value  given.'  It  has  been  held  the 
fact  that  a  rate  given  to  a  shipper  violates  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  in  regard  to  adherence  to  schedules 
filed  with  the  Commission  does  not  preclude  the  shippers 
from  recovering  for  goods  destroyed  by  carrier.*  And  one 
who  travels  on  a  free  pass,  given  in  violation  of  this  sec- 
tion, according  to  some  authorities,  may  recover  damages 
for  injuries  due  to  negligence  of  the  raikoad  company; 
thus  ^  a  railway  clerk  riding  on  a  pass  while  off  duty  has 
been  allowed  to  recover  for  injuries.*  On  the  other  hand, 
in  at  least  one  case  a  man  riding  on  a  pass  given  and  taken 
in  violation  of  law  has  been  refused  recovery.^  And  it  has 
been  held  that  where  a  raikoad  carries  for  a  customer  at 
less  than  the  scheduled  rates,  wrongfully  intending  to  give 
him  a  rebate  therefrom,  being  in  pari  delicto  it  cannot 
recover  the  impaid  part  of  the  scheduled  rate.^  The  effect 
of  a  violation  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  is  to  make 
the  contract  of  carriage  including  the  rate  named  therein, 
invalid;  the  carrier  therefore  cannot  be  sued  for  breach  of 
an  executory  term  of  the  contract.*  No  suit,  therefore, 
can  be  brought  by  a  shipper  against  a  railroad  for  breach 


Coquillard  Wagon   Wks.,    147   Ky. 
530, 144  S.  W.  1080. 

s  Penn^lvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Inters 
national  Coal  Mining  Co.,  173  Fed. 
1. 

*  In  re  Express  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 
132. 

*  Central  of  Ga.  Ry.  v.  Butler  M. 
&  G.  Co.,  8  Ga.  App.  1,  68  S.  E. 
775. 

*  Merchants'  C.  P.  A  S.  Co.  v. 


Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.,  151  U.  S. 
368,  38  L.  ed.  195, 14  Sup.  Ct.  367. 

*  Schuyler  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co., 
37  Utah,  581,  109  Pac.  458. 

7  McNeill  V.  Durham  A  C.  R.  R. 
Co.,  132  N.  C.  510,  44  S.  E.  34. 

'  Interstate  Conunerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  Co.,  128 
Fed.  59. 

•lUmois  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Seits,  214  m.  350, 73  N.  E.  585. 
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of  contract  to  furnish  traneportation  at  lees  than  scheduled 
rates  in  return  for  building  a  siding  and  providing  exclu- 
sive shipments."* 

Topic  D.    Other  ConsideraHons  for  ReducHona 
§  649.  Other  consideration  formerly  considered  Hjggimilar 
circumstance. 

Abstractly  it  is  not  discrimination  if  one  shipper  pays 
his  freigbt  rate  in  money  and  another  pays  the  same  rate, 
partly  in  money  and  partly  in  services.  This  has  been 
pennitted  in  several  cases,  for  example  in  Rothschild  v. 
Wabash  Railroad  "  where  a  certain  reduction  was  allowed 
to  certain  shippers  who  acted  as  "eveners"  m  distributing 
the  traffic  to  several  railways.  In  permitting  these  facts 
to  be  shown  in  justification  to  a  suit  based  upon  tbia 
alleged  discrimination,  Judge  Lewis  said:  "Suppose  a 
railway  company,  instead  of  paying  its  conductor  a  salary, 
should  choose  to  compensate  his  services  by  a  percentage 
of  the  receipts  from  passengers  traveling  on  his  train. 
Suppose  the  conductor  to  purchase  tickets  at  r^ular  rates, 
for  the  use  of  members  of  his  family,  as  passengers,  on  his 
train.  He  claims  and  receives  his  percentile  on  such 
tickets,  as  upon  all  others.  Would  it  not  be  strai^ely 
absurd  to  allege  that,  by  reason  of  this  percentile,  there 
is  an  unjust  discrimination  in  the  conductor's  favor,  reduc- 
ing the  cost  of  transportation  to  him,  below  what  others 
are  compelled  to  pay  for  the  same  facilities?  The  principle 
involved  would  be  exactly  the  same  that  appears  in  the 
present  case.  Neither  reason  nor  precedent  find  any 
injustice  or  imfaimess  in  either  application  of  it.  It  is 
sometimes  a  matter  of  judicial  inquiry,  whether  the  con- 
sideration rendered  by  the  shipper  is  fairly  adequate  and 
not  comparatively  valueless,  except  as  a  mere  device  to 
cover  up  the  intended  favoritism  of  the  company.  But 
no  such  question  is  raised  in  the  present  case.    For  aught 

"  Taercr  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P., 
)1  Fed.  543. 
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that  appears,  the  undertaking  and  services  of  the  '  eveners ' 
were  a  fair  equivalent  for  the  percentage  paid  them."  ** 

§  660.  Whether  indefinite  considerations  can  be  a  basis. 
It  may  be  conceded  that  it  does  not  make  any  diflference 
in  what  way  the  freight  rate  is  paid,  so  that  it  appears 
plainly  that  the  full  rate  is  paid;  but  if  some  indefinite 
consideration  on  which  no  estimate  can  accurately  be 
made  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  charge  is  alleged,  it 
will  be  dangerous  to  permit  that  to  pass.  Thus  in  the 
important  case  of  Goodridge  v.  Union  Pacific  Railway 
Company,^'  the  complainant  demanded  a  refimd  of  over- 
charges by  reason  of  discrimination  against  him  by  giving 
a  lower  rate  to  the  Marshall  Coal  Mining  Company.  The 
defendant  railroad  as  part  of  its  defense  brought  out  that 
it  was  formerly  liable  to  the  Marshall  Company  to  a  suit 
for  damages  for  an  alleged  trespass  and  to  settle  this  suit  it 

^'Considerations  inuring  to  the 
benefit  of  the  carrier  before  the  stat- 
utes of  the  type  now  prevailing  were 
permitted  to  be  shown  by  most 
courts.  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Good- 
ridge, 149  U.  S.  680,  37  L.  ed.  986, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  970;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
R.  V.  Fulgnam,  91  Ala.  555,  8  So. 
803;  Johnson  v.  Pensacola  &  P.  R.  R., 
16  Fla.  623, 26  Am.  Rep.  731 ;  Chicago 
&  A.  R.  R.  V.  Coal  Co.,  79  111.  121; 
Rothschild  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  & 
P.  R.  R.,  92  Mo.  91,  4  S.  W.  418; 
Hoover  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  156 
Pa.  St.  220,  27  Atl.  282,  36  Am.  St. 
Rep.  43,  22  L.  R.  A.  263. 

But  some  courts  even  at  common 
law  regarded  it  as  dangerous  to 
allow  this  to  be  done.  Louisville, 
E.  &  St.  L.  Con.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson, 
132  Ind.  517,  32  N.  E.  311,  18  L.  R. 
A.  105  and  note;  Griffin  v.  Goldsboro 
Water  Co.,  122  N.  C.  206,  30  S.  E. 
319,  41  L.  R.  A.  240;  Brundred  v. 
Rice,  49  Ohio  St.  640,  32  N.  E.  169, 
34  Am.  St.  Rep.  589;  Fitzgerald  v. 


Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  63  Vt.  169,  22 
Ati.  76,  13  L.  R.  A.  70. 

*>37  Fed.  182,  affirmed  m  149 
U.  S.  680,  37  L.  ed.  986,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
970. 

The  distinction  made  in  the  prin- 
cipal case  above  will  reconcile  two 
federal  cases  of  recent  instance. 
In  one  it  was  held  that  when  a 
liquidated  sum  is  owed  a  shipper  by 
a  carrier,  the  carrier  can  pay  it  off 
at  regular  rates.  Interstate  Comm. 
Comm.  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.,  128 
Fed.  59. 

In  the  other  it  was  held  to  be  no 
defense  in  a  prosecution  of  a  railroad 
company  for  granting  concessions  to 
a  shipper  from  its  published  rates, 
in  violation  of  the  Elkins  Act,  that 
such  concessions  were  granted  in 
compromise  of  unliquidated  claims 
against  the  company  for  loss  of 
property  in  transit.  United  States 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  163  Fed. 
11. 
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entered  into  this  contract  for  giving  this  company  these 
lower  rates.  But  Judge  Hallet  said  that  to  allow  this 
would  endanger  the  law  forbidding  discrimination.  ''This 
law  cannot  be  controlled  or  defeated  by  any  agre^nent 
between  the  railroad  company  and  the  favored  shipper. 
It  is  true  that  when  the  consideration  paid  for  reduced 
rates  by  the  favored  shipper  is  obviously  equal  to  the 
discount  allowed  him,  the  law  does  not  apply.  Whenever 
that  fact  appears,  since  it  matters  not  in  what  form  the 
shipper  pays  the  usual  rates,  the  alleged  discrimination 
disappears,  and  the  contract  is  no  longer  obnoxious  <  to  the 
law.  If,  to  illustrate,  the  damages  due  from  the  Denver 
&  Western  Company  had  been  liquidated,  and  the  agree- 
ment was  to  carry  a  certain  quantity  of  coal  for  the 
amount  so  fixed,  the  question  would  be  different.  As  it 
stands,  the  agreement  is  to  give  to  the  Marshall  Company 
a  reduced  rate  for  certain  considerations  which  defendant 
says  are  sufficient  to  make  up  the  discount  from  the 
schedule  rate;  and  as  to  that  matter,  the  fact  cannot  be 
ascertained  from  the  contract  or  otherwise.''  ^* 


§  661.  Concessions  to  those  who  deal  with  the  carrier. 

The  dangers  inherent  in  any  permission  to  the  common 
carrier  to  make  different  rates  to  different  classes  of  cus- 
tomers requiring  the  same  service  is  most  apparent  in  a 
case  Like  Louisville,  Evansville  &  St.  Louis  Consolidated 
Railroad  Company  v.  Wilson.^*    In  that  case  it  appeared 


^^Free  transportation  issued  in 
the  form  of  an  annual  pass  to  a 
person  not  in  the  regular  and  stated 
service  of  the  carrier  now  receiving 
any  wages  or  salary  under  a  con- 
tract of  employment,  but  requested 
by  him  as  compensation  for  throwing 
in  its  way  what  business  he  con- 
veniently couldy  held  to  be  illegal 
in  Slater  v.  Northern  P.  R.  R.,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  243,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
359. 
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A  release  of  liability  by  commer- 
cial travelers  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany does  not  constitute  a  good  and 
sufficient  consideration  for  discrimi- 
nation in  fare;  nor  does  the  fact  that 
they  may  influence  business  in  favor 
of  the  road.  Lamson  v.  Grand  Trunk 
Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  369,  1  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  147. 

»132  Ind.  617,  32  N.  E.  311; 
American  T.  &  T.  Co.  v.  K.  C.  So. 
Ry.,  175  Fed.  28,  accord. 
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that  the  raikoad  made  high  rates  on  cross-ties  to  all  ex- 
cept one  DickasoH;  with  whom  it  entered  into  a  contract 
giving  him  low  rates  in  return  for  his  agreement  to  sell  it 
such  ties  as  it  should  wish  at  a  specified  price.  When  this 
scheme  was  brought  before  the  court  for  examination  in  a 
suit  by  a  shipper  who  had  suffered  by  this  discrimination, 
it  appeared  that  while  he  was  paying  $24  per  car  from 
one  point  to  another,  this  Dickason  was  paying  only  $14 
per  car  for  the  same  transportation.  The  hi^est  court 
sustained  the  instructions  given  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 
A  part  of  its  opinion  follows:  "Instruction  No.  3,  asked 
by  the  appellant,  and  refused  by  the  court,  was  vicious, 
in  that  it  was  calculated  to  create  the  impression  upon 
the  minds  of  the  jury  that  the  contract  between  the  ap- 
pellant and  Dickason  did  not  amount  to  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination, if  it  was  based  upon  an  adequate  considera- 
tion. If  the  contract  was  of  such  a  character  as  to  destroy 
the  business  of  the  appellees  by  reason  of  the  discrimination 
in  favor  of  Dickason,  and  thus  enable  Dickason  to  acquire 
a  monopoly  of  the  business  of  purchasing  and  shipping 
cross-ties  on  appellant's  road,  the  discrimination  was  un- 
just, without  regard  to  the  consideration  upon  which  it 
was  based."  *• 

§  662.  Fostering  the  interests  of  the  carrier. 

Despite  any  policy  which  the  carrier  may  have  in  mind, 
it  must  be  evident  that  all  patrons  of  the  road  have  a 
right  to  adequate  service  at  fair  rates.  Every  producer 
has  a  right  to  sell  his  product  as  he  pleases  in  the  best 
market  available,  and  rates  must  not  be  adopted  with  the 
idea  of  compelling  the  product  to  be  disposed  of  in  a  way 
desired  by  the  carrier.  In  one  extreme  case  of  this 
sort  the  railroad  company  refused  to  furnish  cars  for  a 
coal  miner  who  would  not  sell  his  coal  to  a  coal  company 

NQn  similar  facts,  see  Reynolds  393.  See,  also,  The  Cedar  Lumber 
V.  Western  N.  Y.  &  Pa.  R.  R.,  1  Products  Case,  3  Can.  Ry.  Cas.  412, 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  685,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.      to  the  same  effect. 
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which  was  allied  with  the  railroad.  ^^  In  one  of  the  earli- 
est cases  before  it^  the  Commission  left  the  question  open 
whether  free  passes  could  be  given  proprietors  of  hotels, 
agents  of  ice  companies,  milk  contractors,  trustees  of  rail- 
road mortgages  and  newspaper  publishers  for  advertising. 
But  in  a  case  a  few  years  later,  the  Commission  held  that 
the  free  transportation  of  shippers  or  dealers  between 
State  or  interstate  pomts  on  account  of  interstate  freight 
traffic  furnished  to  the  carrier  is  unlawful." 

§  663.  Barter  of  transportation  now  forbidden. 

Recent  decisions  of  the  courts  make  it  clear  that,  as  the 
Act  is  now  interpreted,  the  barter  of  transportation  is  for- 
bidden. In  a  recent  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  it  was 
held  that  a  carrier  which  had  agreed  to  furnish  trans- 
portation  to  a  publisher  and  his  employees  in  exchange  for 
advertising  space,  at  the  regular  advertising  rate  of  the 
pubUsher,  violated  the  provisions  of  the  Act  forbidding  the 
furnishing  of  transportation  at  rates  less  than  and  differ- 
ent from  those  exacted  from  the  general  public.^*  Nor  can 
a  railroad  balance  off  passenger  transportation  against 
general  publicity,  according  to  the  ideas  now  prevalent; 
as  was  said  recently  in  a  State  court,  the  purchase  of  a 
ticket  by  a  passenger  and  its  sale  by  the  company  shall 
be  consummated  only  by  the  former  paying  cash  and  by 
the  latter  receiving  cash  of  the  amount  specified  in  the 


"  The  citations  for  these  two 
cases  are  Paxton  Tie  Co.  v.  Detroit 
S.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  422,  and 
Lorraine  ▼.  Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  R. 
R.,  206  Pa.  St.  132,  64  Atl.  580,  61  L. 
R.  A.  502. 

A  pass  issued  for  valuable  con- 
siderations held  was  formerly  not 
discrimination.  See  Curry  v.  Kansas 
&  C.  P.  Ry.,  58  Kans.  6,  48  Pac.  579, 
and  cases  cited;  State  v.  Southern 
Ry.,  125  N.  C.  666,  34  S.  E.  527,  and 
cases  cited. 

'*  The  citations  for  these  two  cases 
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are  Re  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.,  3  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  717,  and  Milk  Producers' 
Ass'n  V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  92. 

Other  cases  of  the  older  time  per- 
mitting the  barter  of  transportation 
are  Grimes  v.  Minneapolis,  L.  &  M. 
Ry.,  37  Mmn.  66,  33  N.  W.  34,  and 
Erie  A  P.  Ry.  v.  Douthet,  88  Pa. 
St.  245,  32  Am.  Rep.  45. 

"  Chi.,  Ind.  &  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  219  U.  S.  486,  31  Sup.  Ct.  272, 
55  L.  ed.  305. 
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published  tariffs.^  In  one  of  the  federal  cases  it  was  de- 
cided that  under  section  2  of  the  Act;  forbidding  a  carrier 
to  discriminate  between  shippers  in  compensation  for 
transportation  under  substantially  similar  circtunstances 
and  conditions,  a  carrier  may  not  grant  to  one  shipper  a 
lower  rate  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  contracted  to  sell 
coal,  while  lower  rates  were  in  effect,  while  the  complain- 
ing shipper  in  the  same  district  is  not  so  obligated,  since 
the  circumstances  and  conditions  intended  do  not  include 
individual  elements  affecting  individual  shippers.  ^^  And 
in  one  of  the  very  latest  cases  on  this  point  it  was  held 
where  the  defendant  railroad  in  a  certain  coal  district  was 
accustomed  to  collect  at  the  end  of  the  month  for  ship- 
ments of  coal  made  during  the  month,  but  in  pursuance 
of  a  previous  arrangement  accepted  promissory  notes 
from  one  shipper  in  part  payment  of  the  freight  charges 
for  the  month  on  shipments  sent  as  prepaid,  while  at  the 
same  time  exacting  cash  payment  from  other  competing 
shippers  in  the  same  district,  and  the  notes  given  by  the 
favored  coal  company  were  later  merged  into  bonds  of 
that  company,  that  all  this  being  shown  the  defendant  was 
criminally  liable  under  the  Act,  for  a  willful  failure  to  ob- 
serve its  tariffs,  on  the  ground  of  both  accepting  a  less  or 
different  compensation  and  of  extending  privileges  or  facil- 
ities not  specified  in  its  tariffs.^* 

§  664.  Inconsistent  contracts  held  unavailing. 

The  provisions  of  the  Act,  making  it  illegal  for  shippers 
to  receive  rebates,  are  to  be  read  into  contracts  for  rates, 
made  between  shippers  and  carriers,  and  become  a  part  of 
such  contracts;  and,  therefore,  by  the  doctrine  of  the  courts, 
a  shipper  who  has  a  special  contract  runs  the  risk  of  a 
change  in  rate,  and  if  the  new  rate  is  higher  he  must  pay 

*^  State   V.   Union   Pac.   Ry.,   87      temational  Coal   Mining  Co.,    173 
Mo.  29, 126  N.  W.  859.  Fed.  1. 

«  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Go.  v.  In-         **  United  States  ▼.  Hocking  Valley 

Rv.,  194  Fed.  234,  8.  c,  210  Fed.  736. 
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it.^'  A  railroad,  which  has  duly  published  an  advance  in 
rates,  may  charge  a  shipper  the  advanced  rate,  despite  a 
private  agreement  with  him  to  carry  goods  at  the  rate  in 
existence  prior  to  the  advance.  ^^  The  Commission  has 
frequently  held  that  contracts  of  parties,  even  if  valid  at 
the  time,  cannot  justify  an  unjust  discrimination,  when 
conditions  change.^^  Rate  making  cannot  be  governed  by 
private  agreements  respecting  rates  or  schedules  of  rates, 
or  by  estoppel.^  A  contract  based  on  a  lower  rate  ex- 
isting before  an  advance  is  no  ground  alone  for  condemn- 
ing such  advance.^  Though  the  defendant  had  by  its 
contract  with  another  road  reserved  the  right  to  cancel 
joint  through  rates,  the  carrier  was  ordered  to  maintain 
such  rates  where  their  cancellation  would  result  in  unrea- 
sonable charges.^  The  terms  of  any  contract  to  ''con- 
tinue a  fair  basis"  of  rates  must  always  give  way  to  the 
lawful,  reasonable  and  non-discriminatory  rate.^  And 
generally  speaking  any  change  in  the  law  invalidates  con- 
tracts for  special  transportation.^ 


§  666.  Continuing  contracts  no  justification. 

A  troublesome  problem  arises,  it  will  have  been  seen, 
when  the  continuing  to  render  service  at  certain  rates 
fixed  by  a  contract,  which  was  legal  when  it  was  made, 
comes  into  conflict  with  new  rates  later  scheduled,  by 
which  the  public  generally  are  called  upon  to  pay  higher 
rates.'^  It  once  seems  to  have  been  thought  that  a  con- 
tinuing contract  to  take  shipments  must  be  respected 


"In  re  Advances  on  Vehicles,  22 
I.  C.  C.  124. 

M  Ithinelander  Paper  Co.  v.  Mo. 
Pac.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  633. 

**  Baltimore  Butchers  livestock 
Co.  V.  P.  B.  A  W.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C. 
124. 

•  Michigan  Upper  Peninsula  Pig- 
iron  Rates,  26  I.  C.  C.  284. 

^^  American  Creosote  Works  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  212. 
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"  In  re  Investigation  &  Suspension 
Docket  28,  21  I.  C.  C.  455. 

••  Sinclair  A  Co.  v.  C,  M.  A  St. 
P.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  490. 

'''Re  Contracts  of  Express  Com- 
panies, 16  I.  C.  C.  246. 

»*  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Chicago  V.  &  W.  Coal  Co.,  79  IlL 
121;  and  compare  Southern  Wire  Co. 
v.  St.  Louis,  B.  &  T.  R.  R.  38  Mo. 
App.  191. 
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when  rates  generally  are  raised;  but  of  late  with  the 
stringent  law  against  all  discrimination  and  the  insistent 
enforcement  of  it,  even  a  definite  contract,  still  continuing 
by  its  terms,  is  held  no  justification  for  giving  to  the  par- 
ticular customer  lower  rates  than  those  called  for  from 
all  by  the  present  schedule.'^  Once  the  policy  against  dis- 
crimination is  well  established,  there  is  no  difficulty  in 
saying  that,  for  reasons  of  public  policy,  no  further  obliga- 
tion attaches  to  such  a  contract.  To  the  argument  that 
the  contract  may  have  been  vaUd  when  made  if  it  fixed 
the  rate  then  charged  to  all,  and  that,  therefore,  the  sub- 
sequent action  of  the  railroad  in  advancing  rates  generally 
could  not  invalidate  it,  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  '^ 
replied  recently:  "This  contention  loses  sight  of  the  central 
and  controlling  piurpose  of  the  law,  which  is  to  require 
all  shippers  to  be  treated  alike,  and  that  the  filed  and 
published  rate,  shall  be  equally  known  by  and  available 
to  every  shipper."  Under  its  new  powers  the  Commis- 
sion has  recently  held  that  discrimination  resulted  from 
demanding  higher  charges  from  new  than  from  old  sub- 
scribers for  same  telephone  service  and  facilities.'^ 

§  666.  Whether  executed  contracts  are  different 

Where  the  full  consideration  for  subsequent  trans- 
portation has  been  paid  in  advance,  the  continued  execu- 
tion of  this  contract  might  not  have  seemed  to  be  dis- 
crimination against  those  who  are  paying  as  they  go  the 
rates  scheduled  later.  But  it  was  hdd  in  Louisville  & 
Nashville  Raibroad  v.  Mottiey,**  that  a  contract  by  a 
railroad,  upon  consideration  of  a  past  release,  that  the 

»  FitEgerald  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  »  219  U.  8.  467,  35  L.  ed.  297,  31 

63  Vt.  169,  22  Ail.  76,  13  L.  R.  A.  Sup.  Gt.  265. 

70;  but  see  Laurel  Milk  ▼.  Railroad  But  see  Cuiry  v.  Kanaaa  do  Col. 

Co.,  S4  MiSB.  339, 37  So.  134.  F^dfie  R.  R.  Co.,  58  Kans.  6, 48  F^. 

<*  Armour  Packing  Co.  y.  United  583. 

States,  209  U.  S.  56,  52  L.  ed.  681,  And   see   Hurley   v.    Big   Sandy 

28  Sup.  Ct.  428.  &   C.   Ry.  Co.   (Ky.),   125   S.  W. 

*«  Shoemaker  v.  C.  &  P.  TeL  Co.,  302. 
20  1.  C.  C.  614. 
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releasors  should  travel  without  charge  for  the  remamder 
of  their  lives  was  not  to  be  supported,  after  the  stringent 
provisions  of  the  Act  against  transportation  at  varying 
rates  had  been  enacted.  The  Supreme  Court  held  that 
the  Act  is  not  unconstitutional  as  infringing  the  right  of 
contract,  or  as  taking  property  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation,  or  due  process  of  law,  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  it  invalidates  a  contract  entered  into  prior  to  its 
passage,  between  a  person  and  a  railroad,  by  which  the 
latter,  in  consideration  of  the  release  of  a  cause  of  action 
for  personal  injuries,  granted  to  such  person  and  his  family 
free  transportation  for  life.  In  a  more  recent  case,  Fourche 
River  Lmnber  Company  v.  Bryant  Lumber  Company, *• 
a  differential  allowed  in  arrangement  for  the  purchase  of  a 
right  of  way  was  held  to  taint  the  whole  transaction, 
although  the  consideration  was  apparently  much  less  than 
the  value  of  the  land  conveyed.  And  the  Supreme  Court 
insisted  once  more  that  the  Act  so  forbade  the  making 
of  any  concessions  that  any  departure  by  one  from  the 
payment  of  the  rates  scheduled  for  all  would  be  held  to  be 
altogether  illegal. 

§  667.  Preference  in  certain  services  permissible* 

In  matters  outside  the  scope  of  its  public  business  the 
carrier  is  at  liberty  to  discriminate  at  pleasure;  for  such 
cases  are  not  covered  by  the  Act.  In  providing  cars  for  its 
traffic  it  may  lease  as  well  as  buy  them,  and  if  it  leases 
them,  it  may  deal  exclusively  with  one  car  company,  and 
refuse  to  deal  with  other  companies.'^  So  a  railway  com- 
pany practices  no  discrimination  within  the  Act  by  selling 

*•  235  U.  S.  316, 57  L.  ed.  149S,  33  of  holding  that  the  former  owner  of 
Sup.  Ct.  887.  the  land  in  such  a  case  cannot  re- 
It  follows,  of  course,  that  the  rail-  cover  back  land  given  for  free  passes 
road  is  not  justified  in  issuing  passes  or  demand  passes.  Cowley  v.  North- 
on  any  contract  old  or  new  upon  em  Pacific  Ry.  (Wash.),  123  Pac. 
such  consideration  past  or  present.  998. 

Gill  V.  Erie  Ry.,  135  N.  Y.  Supp.         ''Re    Burton   Stock-Car    Ck).   v. 

355.  Chicago,   B.   &   Q.    R.  R.,  1    Int. 

And  a  recent  case  goes  the  length  Com.  Rep.  329,  1 1.  C.  C.  132. 
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passenger  tickets  at  full  fare  to  a  land  company  which 
seUs  them  at  half  rates  to  guests  of  its  hotel,  persons  re- 
siding upon  land  sold  or  transferred  by  it,  and  others,  but 
refusing  to  sell  them  at  half  rates  to  a  person  living  in  the 
same  locality  upon  groimd  not  acquired  from  it.^  So  a 
railroad  may  make  and  carry  out  an  exclusive  contract 
with  a  stockyards  company  for  the  exclusive  delivery  to 
that  company  of  live  stock  in  a  city,  and  no  other  stock- 
yards company  or  carrier  can  complain  so  long  as  all 
shippers  and  consignees  have  equal  facilities  there.''  And 
this  is  true  although  in  carrying  out  such  contract  it  re- 
fuses to  deliver  to  another  railroad  company,  for  delivery 
to  a  competing  stockyards,  live  stock  consigned  to  such 
competing  stockyards.  ^^  In  a  recent  proceeding  the  Com- 
mission declined  to  require  a  carrier  to  furnish  petitioner 
the  same  faciUties  for  conducting  an  auction  business  at  its 
terminals  as  it  accorded  exclusively  to  a  rival  concem.^^ 
And  it  has  held  that  section  15  in  regard  to  allowances 
is  not  applicable  where  an  allowance  is  made  to  a  com- 
press company,  not  the  owner  of  the  cotton.  ^^ 

§  668.  What  favors  constitute  discrimination* 

It  has  frequently  been  held  that  it  is  not  undue  preju- 
dice to  demand  prepayment  of  freight  of  a  consignee, 
although  others  do  not  need  to  prepay;  for  it  was  said 
that  even  a  bad  motive  for  lawful  act  does  not  render 
carrier  liable.*'  But  this  has  recently  been  considerably 
modified  by  holding  forbidden  by  the  Act  a  device  of 
extending  credit  to  such  a  shipper  for  the  freight  charges 
on  his  shipments  by  acceptance  of  corporate  securities  in 

» Allison  V.  Rock  Greek  R.  R.,  utors  v.  W.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  458. 

7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  83.  **  Merchants  Cotton  Press  &  Stor- 

**  Central  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Louis-  age  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  08. 

viUe  &  N.  R.  R.,  118  Fed.  113,  55  C.  «*  Compare  Gamble-Robinson  Com- 

C.  A.  63.  mission  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

^Rulroad   Commission   of   Ken-  168  Fed.  161,  the  first  case  stated, 

tucky  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  10  with  United  States  v.  Hocking  Valley 

L  C.  C.  Rep.  173.  Ry.,  210  Fed.  738,  the  second  case 

^^Southwestern  Produce  Distrib-  discussed. 
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settlement  of  freight  bills,  while  exacting  and  collecting 
cash  for  substantially  sunilar  shipments  from  the  oHier 
shippers.  ^^  It  has  been  held  that,  as  it  is  a  carrier's  right 
to  demand  prepayment  on  all  shipments,  it  may  not  dis- 
tinguish between  persons  who  pay  in  advance  and  those 
who  do  not.  And  it  follows  that  wherp  a  new  tariff  re- 
quiring prepayment  of  charges  has  become  effective  prior 
to  a  shipment,  the  carrier  is  not  bound  to  reconsign  with- 
out prepayment  of  charges  a  car  belonging  to  a  shipper  to 
whom  it  has  been  accustomed  to  extend  credit.  So  the 
exercise  by  a  railway  company  of  the  right  to  prepayment, 
or  to  retain  a  lien  upon  the  goods  until  payment  is  made, 
or  to  hold  the  consignee  responsible  in  case  of  delivery 
before  payment,  or  the  waiver  of  some  of  such  rights  at 
different  times,  cannot  be  construed  to  be  a  discrimination.^^ 


§  669.  Where  service  of  different  character. 

The  duty  of  a  carrier  under  the  Act,  to  refrain  from  giv- 
ing preference  or  advantages  to  one  shipper  over  another, 
is  applicable  only  where  the  same  or  similar  conditions  are 
prevalent.^  The  use  in  Section  1  of  the  Elkins  Act  of  the 
word  "discrimination,"  with  the  qualifying  and  adjective 
"unjust"  was  not  intended  to  broaden  the  prohibitions 
of  the  original  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  in  that  re- 
spect.^ The  finding  of  the  jury  determines  whether  the 
transportation  service  was  under  "substantially  similar 
circumstances  and  conditions,"  so  as  to  make  the  defend- 
ant liable  in  a  suit  in  the  courts  for  damages  for  granting 
secret  aUowances  to  plaintiffs'  competitors.'"  The  funda- 
mental distinction  should  be  insisted  upon  that  the  Act 

**  See  Bdse  Commercial  Club  y.  ^  United  States  v.  C.  R.  A  Nav. 

AdamB  Express  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  115,  Co.,  159  Fed.  075. 

the  third   ease  mentioned   in  this  'United  States  v.  Wells,  Fargo 

seetion,  and  Sage  &  Co.  v.  111.  C.  Ry.,  Exp.  Co.,  161  Fed.  606. 

18  I.  C.  C.  195,  the  fourth.  «  Langden  v.  Penna.  R.  R.,  194 

«■  Little  Rock  &   M.   R.  Co.   v.  Fed.  486. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  W.  Ry.,  63  Fed.  775, 
11  C.  C.  A.  417. 
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does  not  prohibit  all  discrimiBatioii;  but  only  that  which  is 
undue/'  But  any  concession  which  is  made  in  the  schedule 
must  not  exceed  that  which  is  warranted  by  the  differences 
in  circumstances  and  conditions.^  Not  all  discriminations 
are  unlawful,  but  only  such  as  are  undue  or  unreasonable; 
if  based  on  reason  and  good  cause,  differentials  cannot  be 
condemned  as  unreasonable.^^  Discriminations  in  the  view 
of  the  Act,  in  so  far  as  they  result  from  the  bona  fide 
action  of  a  carrier  in  meeting  circumstances  and  conditions 
not  of  its  own  creation  and  affecting  the  movement  of 
traffic,  do  not  of  necessity  faU  under  the  condemnation  of 
the  law. 

§  660.  Where  no  public  service  involved. 

No  violation  of  the  Act  can  be  predicated  solely  upon  the 
fact  that  a  carrier  makes  with  one  mdependent  company 
a  contract  more  favorable  than  with  another  for  a  service 
which  that  carrier  is  boimd  to  perform  as  part  of  its  duty 
in  connection  with  transportation  or  imdertakes  to  per- 
form as  a  convenience  to  those  whom  it  is  serving.  The 
Act  deals  only  with  the  obUgation  of  carriers  as  carriers, 
and  in  no  way  attempts  to  regulate  or  interfere  with  mat- 
ters not  involving  their  duties  as  such.  Thus  compression 
of  cotton  is  a  service  which  the  carrier  procures  for  its  own 
convenience,  and  when  that  service  is  performed,  in  such 
a  manner  as  not  to  prejudice  or  prefer  a  particular  shipper 
or  community,  the  Act  does  not  limit  the  freedom  of  the 
carrier  in  making  contracts  in  respect  thereto.^*  Upon 
similar  principles  it  has  been  held  by  the  courts  that  the 
Commission  has  no  power  to  forbid  carriers  from  pay- 
ing or  allowing  for  the  elevation  and  transfer  of  grain 
to  elevator  men  who  were  also  shippers  of  grain  reasonable 
compensation  for  transit  elevation,  because  they  were  also 

« Loch    Lynn    Construction    Co.  P.,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C. 

V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  396.  87. 

«<*  Sondhdmer  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  '<  Merchants'     Cotton     Press    & 

17  I.  C.  C.  60.  Storage  Co.  v.  I.  V.  R.  R.,  17 1.  C.  C. 

"Pittsbuigh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  98. 
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performing  at  prices  fixed  by  them  other  services  not 
necessarily  connected  with  transportation.^'  It  is,  of 
course,  obvious  that  station  restaurants,  news  stands, 
barber  shops,  and  similar  private  enterprises  at  railroad 
terminals  are  no  part  of  transportation  service.*^  And, 
in  general,  when  there  is  nothmg  of  the  duty  which  the 
carrier  owes  its  public  involved,  it  may  make  such  arrange- 
ments as  may  advance  its  interests. 

»« Peavey  &  Co.  v.  UnioD  Pac.  R.         »*  Southwestern  Produce  Distrib- 
R.,  176  Fed.  409.  utors  v.  W.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  458. 
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CHAPTER  XIV 

FORMS  OF  ILLEGAL  DISCiUMINATION 

§  670.  ProvisioDB  of  the  Act. 
671.  The  aame  rate  for  subetantially  similar  services. 

Tofpic  A,  Concessiona  to  gel  Competitive  Business 

i  672.  Whether  concessions  may  be  made  in  competition. 

673.  Competitive  conditions  do  not  justify  discriminations. 

674.  Reductions  to  get  competitive  business  illegal. 

676.  Concessions  to  get  shipments  from  outlying  territory. 

676.  Such  concessions  forbidden  by  later  cases. 

677.  Shippers  making  expensive  preparations. 

678.  Additional  services  performed  for  certain  shippers. 

679.  Concessions  to  certain  localities. 

Topic  B,  Concessions  to  Large  Shippers 

i  680.  Whether  concessions  may  be  made  to  large  shippers. 

681.  Unreasonable  differences  universally  forbidden. 

682.  Unreasonable  differences  forbidden  by  all  courts. 

683.  Reasonable  difference  permitted  by  some  courts. 

684.  Prevalent  doctrine  agunst  reduction. 

685.  Reductions  to  large  shippers  unjust  to  small  shippers. 

686.  Services  to  large  and  smaU  practically  identical. 

687.  Differences  in  amount  of  shipment. 

688.  Reductions  to  groups  of  passengers. 

689.  Special  kinds  of  passenger  transportation. 

Topic  C.  Rebates  to  Exdusive  Shippers 

i  690.  Lower  rates  formerly  made  to  exclusive  shippers. 

691.  Such  discriminations  foster  monopolies. 

692.  Shippers  who  agree  to  ^ve  all  thdr  business. 

693.  Consideration  of  the  cost  of  serving. 

694.  Shippers  requiring  less  service. 

695.  Shippers  who  agree  to  furnish  large  quantities. 

696.  Charging  other  shippers  more  than  contract  rates. 

697.  Competitive  rates  for  through  business. 

698.  Previous  or  subsequent  haul. 

699.  Other  methods  of  holding  business. 
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Topic  D.  Conce89ion8  far  Special  Kinds  of  Btuinns 

§  700.  DifiFerent  rates  for  goods  used  for  different  purposes. 

701.  Such  rates  formerly  allowed. 

702.  Repudiation  of  this  doctrine. 

703.  Such  differences  now  held  illegal  discrimination. 

704.  Classification  based  upon  use. 

705.  Personality  of  shipper. 

706.  Restricting  rates  to  certain  purposes. 

707.  When  commodities  are  of  different  character. 

708.  Rates  to  certain  classes  of  shippers. 

709.  Special  classes  of  passengers. 

§  670.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

Not  only  did  the  original  Act  forbid  outright  rebatmg^ 
but  also  preferential  treatment.  Section  3  of  the  original 
Act  provided  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common 
carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to  make  or  give 
any  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any 
particular  person^  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality, 
or  any  particular  description  of  traffic,  in  any  respect 
whatsoever,  or  to  subject  any  particular  person,  company, 
firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or  any  particular  description 
of  traffic,  to  any  imdue  or  imreasonable  prejudice  or  dis- 
advantage in  any  respect  whatsoever.  However,  section  1, 
as  amended,  permitted  the  issuance  of  mileage,  joint 
mileage,  excursion  or  commutation  tickets,  and  when 
telegraph  companies  were  put  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission  reduced  rates  for  night  messages  and 
press  despatches  were  excepted.  The  discussion  in  pre- 
vious chapters,  such  as  Chapters  IX  and  X  as  to  what 
will  make  rates  imjust  or  imreasonable,  or  preferential  or 
prejudicial  has  also  a  direct  bearing  upon  these  sections. 


§  671.  The  same  rate  for  substantially  similar  services. 

In  the  preceding  chapter  the  general  principles  as  to 
discrimination  were  set  forth,  and  the  conclusion  was 
reached  that  if  two  shippers  asked  the  same  service  under 
the  same  conditions  they  ought  to  be  given  the  same 
rate.  In  this  chapter  it  is  proposed  to  describe  what  sub- 
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stantially  identical  services  are,  aad  various  cases  are 
discussed^  where  the  contention  has  been  made  that  the 
conditions  were  di£ferent.  In  most  of  the  cases  in  this  Ust, 
it  win  be  seen  upon  examinatkm  that  the  services  are  not 
dissimilar.  Whenever  a  railroad  initiates  a  policy  which 
will  get  it  more  business,  or  enable  it  to  hold  the  business 
that  it  has,  it  is  prone  to  claim  that  the  di£fering  conditions 
in  the  particular  case  justify  making  a  lower  rate  to  one 
shipper  or  class  of  shippers,  while  maintaining  higher 
rates  for  other  shippers.  But,  in  many  such  cases,  it  will 
be  found  that  what  the  railroad  is  doing  is  in  the  face  of 
the  principal  rule  forbidding  personal  discrimination. 

Topic  A.     Concessions  to  get  Competitive  Btmness 

§  672.  Whether  concessions  may  be  made  in  competition. 
The  idea  runs  through  certain  cases  that  it  is  justifiable 
to  make  reductions  to  certain  shippers  where  business 
cannot  be  obtained  without  it.  This  principle,  as  has 
been  seen,  has  some  scope  hi  i)ermitting  the  rates  to  star 
tions  where  there  is  competition  to  be  made  lower  relatively 
than  the  rates  to  stations  which  have  no  competitive  rates.  ^^ 
But  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  it  has  any  opera- 
tion in  justifying  a  difference  in  rates  between  two  per- 
sons shipping  from  the  same  station;  for  this  would  seem 
to  be  personal  discrimination  since  these  two  shippers  are 
asking  the  same  service.  To  some  courts  it  has  seemed 
otherwise,  these  courts  holding  that  if  concessions  are 
necessary  to  get  more  business  by  inducing  a  shipper 
who  is  now  employing  a  rival  route  to  give  up  his  present 
connections,  this  necessity  justifies  the  reductions.     This 

^  ConceaEDonB  to  get  oompetitiye  N.  Y.  271,  3S  N.  E.  292,  42  Am.  St. 

busineas  have  been  justified  in  some  R^.  712,  25  L.  R.  A.  674,  Avinger 

cases,  even  if  they  involve  discrimi-  v.  So.  Car.  R.  R.,  29  8.  C.  265,  7  S. 

nation.     Johnson   v.    Pensaoola   &  E.  493, 13  Am.  St.  Rep.  716;  Ragan  & 

P.  R.  R.,  16  Fla.  623,  26  Am.  Rep.  Buffet  v.  Aiken,  9  Lea  (77  Tenn.), 

731;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  Coal  Co.,  609. 
79  111.  121;  Lough  v.  Outerbridge,  143 
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argument  apparently  disregards  the  law  of  public  service 
which,  of  course,  governs  this  whole  question.*^ 

§  673.  Competitiye  conditions  do  not  justify  discrimina- 
tions. 

It  must  be  insisted  upon  at  the  outset  that  competitive 
conditions  in  themselves  do  not  justify  the  making  of 
personal  discriminations  between  shippers,  giving  a  lower 
rate  to  those  to  whom  it  is  necessary  to  make  conces- 
sions. This  is  forbidden  both  by  the  English  courts  and 
by  the  United  States  courts  under  their  respective  Acts 
forbidding  discrimination,  but  perzmttmg^reasonable  con- 
cessions when  the  conditions  are  dissimilar.  Thus  in  the 
leading  case  of  London  and  Northwestern  Railroad  v. 
Evershed,**^  it  was  said:  "We  think  that  a  railway  com- 
pany cannot,  merely  for  the  sake  of  increasing  their  traflSc, 
reduce  their  rates  in  favor  of  individual  customers,  unless, 
at  all  events,  there  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
reduction  which  shall  lessen  the  cost  to  the  company  of 
the  conveyance  of  their  traffic,  or  some  other  or  equivalent 
or  other  services  are  rendered  to  them  by  such  individuals 
in  relation  to  such  traffic."  And  in  the  important  case 
of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Texas. and  Pacific 
Railroad  Company*^  it  was  said:  "The  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act  would  be  emasculated  in  its  remedial  efficacy, 
if  not  practically  nullified,  if  a  carrier  can  justify  a  dis- 
crimination in  rates  merely  upon  the  ground  that  unless 
it  is  given,  the  traffic  obtained  by  giving  it  would  go  to 
a  competing  carrier.  A  shipper  having  a  choice  between 
competing  carriers  would  only  have  to  refuse  to  send  his 

"*But   by  the  better  view  euch  N.  J.  L.),  531,   18  Am.  Rep.  754, 

ooDcessions   are    held   unjustifiable,  B.  &  W.  357;  Brundred  v.  Rice,  49 

when   they   involve   discrimination.  Ohio  St.  640,  32  N.  £.  169,  34  Am. 

Wight  V.  United  States,  167  U.  S.  St.  Rep.  589;  Fitzgerald   v.  Grand 

612,  42  L.  ed.  258,  17  Sup.  Ct.  822;  Trunk  Ry.,  63  Vt.  169,  22  AU.  76, 

Menacho  v.  Ward,  27  Fed.  529,  B.  &  13  L.  R.  A.  70. 

W.  372;  Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  ^^  L.  R.  3  App.  Cas.  1029. 

R.  R.,  7  Vroom  (36  N.  J.  L.),  407,  »  52  Fed.  187. 
13   Am.    Rep.   457,   8   Vroom    (37 

f586] 


Forms  of  Illegal  Discrimination    [  §§  674,  675 

goods  by  one  of  them  unless  given  exceptional  rates  to 
justify  that  one  in  making  a  discrimination  in  his  favor 
on  the  ground  of  the  necessity  of  the  situation." 

§  674.  Reductions   to   get   competitive   business   illegal. 

Such  reductions  to  get  business  from  a  rival  line  are 
regarded  as  personal  discrimination  in  most  cases,  however 
complicated  the  facts.  This  is  a  matter  upon  which  the 
English  cases  have  been  particularly  strong  in  holding 
that  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  railway  company  merely 
desires  to  attract  the  traffic  from  another  line  to  itself, 
especially  where  the  favor  thus  shown  to  a  few  is  prejudi- 
cial to  many  others  in  the  same  trade  as  the  favored  per- 
sons.^' Thus  the  fact  that  one  shipper  can  go  by  another 
route  and  will  probably  do  so  if  charged  as  much  as  the 
charge  made  to  the  complaining  party,  is  not  a  circum- 
stance justifying  an  unequal  charge;  nor  will  the  fact  that 
those  charged  a  less  rate  are  seeking  to  develop  a  new 
trade.^  For  the  lowering  of  rates  for  the  purpose  of  develop- 
ing business  is  an  imdue  preference  ;^^  and  so  is  making  a 
lower  rate  in  consequence  of  a  threat  from  the  owner  of  a 
colliery  to  construct  another  railway,  by  which  traffic 
would  be  diverted.** 


§  676.  Concessions  to  get  shipments  from  outlying  terri- 
tory. 
It  has  been  seen  that  some  courts  permit  any  difference 
in  Hie  situation  to  be  seized  upon  as  a  reason  for  making 
a  discrimination.  Thus  in  Ragan  &  Buffet  v.  Aiken,*' 
where  a  bill  in  equity  was  filed  by  merchants  at  a  station 
on  the  defendant's  railway  who  were  charged  a  twenty- 
five-cent  rate,  who  alleged  that  other  shippers  who  brought 

■*  Thompeon  y.  London,  etc.,  R.  1  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  454,  s.  c,  26  L.  J.  C. 

Co.,  2  Nev.  &  Mac.  115.  P.  129, 1  Nev.  &  Mac.  72. 

•°  Denaby   Main  Colliery  Co.   v.  •'  Harris  v.  Cockennouth  &  W.  R. 

Manchester,  S.  &  L.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  11  Co.,  3  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  693,  s.  c,  27  L.  J. 

App.  Cas.  97.  C.  P.  162,  1  Nev.  &  Mac.  97. 

"  Oxlade  v.  North  Eastern  R.  Co.,  •»  9  Lea  (77  Tenn.),  609. 
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their  goods  from  an  outlying  district  were  chained  only  a 
fifteen-cent  rate;  the  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the 
bill;  taking  the  ground  that  there  was  a  di£ference  shown 
in  the  circumstances.  The  argument  of  Mr.  Justice 
Cooper  in  writing  the  opinion  of  the  com^t  was:  "In 
determining  whether  or  not  a  company  has  given  imdue 
preference  to  a  particular  person,  the  court  may  look  to  the 
interests  of  the  company.  In  other  words,  if  the  charge 
on  the  goods  of  the  party  complaining  is  reasonable^  and 
such  as  the  company  would  be  required  to  adhere  to  as 
to  all  persons  in  like  condition,  it  may,  nevertheless,  lower 
the  charge  to  another  person  if  it  be  to  the  advantage 
of  the  company,  not  inconsistent  with  the  public  interest, 
and  based  on  a  sufficient  reason.  It  is  obvious  that  the 
intention  of  the  defendant,  in  this  instance,  was  not  to 
discriminate  against  the  complainants  in  favor  of  any 
person  of  the  same  place,  and  in  the  same  condition.  His 
object  was  to  get  business  for  his  road  from  persons  at  a 
distance  from  its  terminus,  which  otherwise  would  reach 
their  destination  by  a  different  route.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances we  cannot  see  that  the  contracts  complained 
of  are  against  public  policy,  or  that  the  complainants 
have  been  damaged,  if  the  charges  on  their  goods  were 
reasonable."  •^ 

§  676.  Such  concessions  forbidden  by  later  cases. 

But  such  concessions  have  always  been  forbidden  in 
the  cases  under  the  Act  as  illegal  discrimination.  Thus  in 
one  proceeding  before  the  Commission,^^  the  facts  shown 
were  that  a  higher  rate  was  charged  to  goods  brought  to 
one  terminus  for  consmnption  there,  than  for  goods  which 
were  to  be  carted  beyond  to  another  district,  and  in  de- 

**In  the  important  case  of  John-         Competition  is  not  to  be  considered 

son  V.  Pensacola  &  P.  R.  R.,  16  Fla.  in  determining  a  question  of  dis- 

623,   26  Am.   Rep.   731,   the  facts  crimination    imder   section    2.      In 

and  the  decision  were  the  same.  re    Advances    on    Manganese   Ore, 

••  Gary   v.   Eureka  Springs  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  663. 
7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  286. 
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claring  this  illegal,  it  was  said:  ''In  collecting  more  from 
complainants  and  others  for  carrying  goods  to  Eureka 
Springs,  not  to  be  forwarded,  than  they  accept  for  carry- 
ing goods  of  the  same  classes  from  Uie  same  places  to 
Eureka  Springs  to  be  forwarded  to  points  in  said  Harrison 
transportation  district,  the  defendants  receive  greater  com- 
pensation from  complainants  than  from  other  persons  for  '  a 
like  and  contemporaneous  service  in  the  transportation  of  a 
like  kind  of  traffic  mider  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions,'  and  are  guilty  of  unjust  discrimination; 
and  in  thus  denying  to  complainants  and  oHier  shippers 
of  articles  to  Eureka  Springs,  for  use  there  or  for  dis- 
tribution from  that  place,  the  same  transportation  charges 
which  they  accord  to  shippers  and  receivers  of  like  articles 
there  to  be  forwarded  to  Harrison  and  other  places  for 
.distribution,  the  defendants  subject  the  complainants,  the 
business  in  which  they  are  engaged,  and  the  city  of  Eureka 
Springs  to  unreasonable  disadvantage  and  give  to  Harrison 
and  such  other  places,  and  to  shippers  and  receivers  of 
articles  of  freight  at  such  other  localities,  undue  prefer- 
ence." •• 


§  677.  Shippers  making  expensive  preparatioiis. 

In  Brundred  v.  Rice,^^  a  shipper  of  oil  set  forth  in  his 
complaint  a  most  extraordinary  state  of  affairs — a  con- 
tract whereby  a  railroad  company  bound  itself  to  carry 
for  one  shipper  crude  petroleum  at  half  the  rate  it  agreed 
to  charge  all  others,  and  to  pay  such  favored  shipper 
one-half  the  amoimt  collected  from  others,  in  consideration 


"  Compare  Bigbee  &  W.  R.  Padcet 
Co.  V.  Mobile  &  Ohio  R.  R.,  60 
Fed.  545,  where  the  court  laid  it 
down  as  a  fundamental  principle 
that  aU  goods  offered  for  shipment 
at  a  certain  point  must  be  carried  at 
the  established  rate  for  such  goods 
from  such  point,  regardless  of  the 
place  where  they  originated. 


Threat  of  compress  company  to 
divert  its  cotton  traffic  to  another 
ndlroad  is  not  competition  that  re- 
lieves from  the  operation  of  the 
statute.  Muskogee  Commercial  Club 
V.  M.,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.,  12  I.  C.  C. 
312. 

"  49  Ohio  St.  640,  12  N.  E.  169, 
34  Am.  St.  Rep.  589. 
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of  his  agreeing  to  establish  and  TnaintAin  a  system  of 
pipe  lines  to  its  road.  An  extract  from  the  per  curiam 
opinion  follows:  "That  the  contract  between  Brundred 
and  his  associates  was  against  public  policy,  and  void, 
will  hardly  admit  of  a  question.  As  said  by  Baxter,  J., 
in  Handy  v.  Railroad  Co.:**  'Railroads  are  constructed 
for  the  common  and  equal  benefit  of  all  persons  wishing 
to  avail  themselves  of  the  facilities  which  they  afford. 
While  the  legal  title  thereof  is  in  the  corporation  or  in- 
dividuals owning  them,  and  to  that  extent  private  prop- 
erty, they  are,  by  the  law  and  consent  of  their  owners, 
dedicated  to  the  public  use.  Except  in  the  mode  of  using 
them,  every  citizen  has  the  same  right  to  demand  the 
services  of  railroads,  on  equal  terms,  that  they  have  to 
the  use  of  a  public  highway,  or  the  government  mails.' 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  financial  condition  of  the 
raih-oad  company,  it  was  not  warranted  in  making  a  con- 
tract by  which  it  boimd  itself  to  carry  for  one  shipper  at 
half  the  rate  it  agreed  to  charge  all  others  for  the  same 
service,  in  consideration  of  his  agreeing  to  establish  a 
system  of  pipe  lines  to  its  road;  at  the  same  time  and  for 
the  same  consideration  binding  itself  to  charge  all  others 
double  the  amount  as  a  fixed,  open  rate,  and  to  pay  to 
such  favored  shipper  one-half  of  it  when  collected." 

§  678.  Additional  services  performed  for  certain  shippers. 
Upon  the  general  principles  now  under  discussion,  it  will 
constitute  discrimination  to  perform  additional  services  for 
certain  shippers  in  order  to  get  their  business.  The  issue 
has  several  times  been  raised  whether  it  would  be  per- 
missible for  a  raiboad  to  make  aUowaace  for  cartage  to 
certam  shippers  distant  from  the  station,  while  making  no 
such  allowance  to  other  shippers,  and  the  decision  has 
always  been  that  this  would  be  illegal  discrimination. 
For  the  feeling  has  been  universal  that  the  varying  cost 
of  shippers  in  delivering  to  the  carrier  for  shipment  can 

«  31  Fed.  689. 
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have  no  bearing  on  the  case.  In  the  most  important  case 
on  this  point/*  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  said:  ''It  is  contended 
by  the  defendant  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  Baltimore 
&  Ohio  Company  to  offer  this  inducement  to  Mr.  Bruening 
in  order  to  get  his  business,  and  not  necessary  to  make 
the  like  offer  to  Mr.  Wolf,  because  he  would  have  to  go 
to  the  expense  of  carting,  by  whichever  road  he  trans- 
ported; that  therefore  the  traflBc  was  not  'under  sub- 
stantiaUy  similar  circumstances  and  conditions/  within 
the  terms  of  section  2.  We  are  unable  to  concur  in  this 
view.  Whatever  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Company  might 
lawfuUy  do  to  draw  business  from  a  competing  line,  what- 
ever inducements  it  might  offer  to  the  customers  of  that 
competing  line  to  induce  them  to  change  their  carrier,  is 
not  a  question  involved  in  this  case.  The  wrong  pro- 
hibited by  the  section  is  a  discrimination  between  shippers. 
It  was  designed  to  compel  every  carrier  to  give  equal 
rights  to  all  shippers  over  its  own  road,  and  to  forbid  it  by 
any  device  to  enforce  higher  charges  against  one  than 
another."  ^ 

§  679.  Concessions  to  certain  localities. 

Whether  a  concession  made  in  certain  localities  consti- 
tutes discrimination  seems  not  to  be  altogether  settled,  al- 
though on  the  authorities  it  would  seem  to  be  clear  enough 
that  differences  in  the  basis  upon  which  service  is  rendered 
in  various  localities  do  not  in  themselves  constitute  dis- 
crimination. The  Supreme  Court  has  held  that  giving 
cartage  to  the  patrons  in  one  city  while  making  no  such 
provision  in  others  named,  did  not  constitute  a  violation 
of  the  Act.^^    In  a  recent  proceeding  before  Hie  Commission, 

» ^ight   y.    United   States,    167  ing  Co.'8  Case,  4  Can.  Ry.  Cas.  259. 

U.  8.  612,  42  L.  ed.  258,  17  Sup.  Ct.  '^  Interstate  Commerce   Commi»- 

822.  sion  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &.  M.  Ry., 

^  See  to  the  same  effect,  Hezel  167  U.  S.  633,  42  L.  ed.  306,  17  Sup. 

Milling  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  Ct.  986. 

H.  R.  R.,  5 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  57;  Chicago  See    also   Re   Wharfage   Charges 

F.  P.  C.  Co.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.Ry.,  8  at  Texas  City,  26  I.  C.  C.  695,  dis- 

I.  C.  C.  Rep.  316;  The  Brandt  Mill-  cussed  in  the  next  sentence. 
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it  appeared  that,  to  overcome  natural  disadvantages  as 
respects  other  neighboring  ports,  Texas  City  interests 
offered  generally  free  wharfage,  and  to  large  shippers 
warehousing  services,  at  les3  than  cost,  but  no  opinion 
was  expressed  as  to  the  legality  of  such  deals,  for  generally 
speaking,  in  order  to  violate  the  Act  the  prejudice  must 
result  from  something  done  by  the  carrier.  Likewise  it  is 
not  held  to  be  an  undue  preference  of  one  locality  over 
another  imder  the  Act  to  perform  a  switching  service  at 
one  point  which  is  refused  at  another^*  The  same  prin- 
ciple applies  to  various  matters  relating  to  transit  privileges 
granted  by  the  carrier  for  traffic  movements  at  one  point, 
while  not  doing  so  at  another. 

Topic  B.     Concessions  to  Large  Shippers 

§  680.  Whether  concessions  may  be  made  to  large  shippers. 
Common  carriers  have  often  given  special  discounts  to 
large  shippers  in  order  to  get  their  tmde  or  to  retain  it,  and 
sometimes  they  have  attempted  to  defend  this  practice 
upon  general  principles.  That  this  poUcy  may  often  be 
advantageous  in  public  business,  as  it  is  in  private  business, 
may  be  admitted,  but  it  has  already  been  seen  that  public 
duty  may  conflict  with  business  policies.  If,  therefore, 
these  concessions  to  larger  shippers  are  in  conflict  with  the 
public  duty  which  the  common  carrier  owes  to  smaller 
shippers,  they  must  be  held  illegal  as  unjust  discrimina- 
tions. And  this  will  be  the  clearer  when  it  is  shown  that 
the  favoring  of  such  large  shippers  will  give  them  such 
ccmmiercial  advantages  that  they  may  crush  out  their 
smaller  competitors  in  the  common  markets.  The  rule 
forbidding  the  granting  of  special  reductions  to  larger 
shippers  as  such  on  the  groimd  that  they  furnish  a  greater 
a^regate  of  business  to  the  common  carrier  is,  therefore,  a 
necessary   part   of   the   law   forbidding  all   personal   dis- 

^^  Alan  Wood  I.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Pa.  See  also  Basoom  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S. 

Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  540.  ,   F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  354,  diacusBed  in 

the  next  sentence. 
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crimination/'  ''The  fact  that  one  man  is  a  large  shipper 
and  another  a  snuiU  shipper  does  not  entitle  the  carrier  to 
make  a  difference  in  the  rate^  if  the  property  carried  in 
each  case  is  of  the  same  class,  and  the  distance  and  route 
is  the  same.**  ''* 

§  681.  Unreasonable  differences  universally  forbidden. 

All  courts  now  agree  that  if  there  is  an  unreasonable 
difference  made  between  the  rates  given  to  the  large 
patron  and  the  rates  charged  a  small  patron,  the  schedule 
is  iUegal  in  that  respect.  The  most  recent  case  which 
brings  out  this  test  is  Western  Union  Tel^raph  Company 
V.  Call  Publishing  Company/^  where  the  plaintiff  com- 
plained of  a  $5  rate  per  100  words  daily  per  month  charged 
it  for  news  despatches  while  its  contemporary  was  charged 
only  $1.50.  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  pointed  out  that  it  could 
not  be  said,  even  in  this  case,  that  the  apparent  discrimi- 
nation could  not  be  justified;  for  the  general  principle  as  he 
pointed  out  has  two  sides.  Of  course,  such  equality  of 
right  does  not  prevent  differences  in  the  modes  and  kinds 
of  service  and  different  charges  based  thereon.  There  is  no 
cast  iron  line  of  uniformity  which  prevents  a  charge  from 
being  above  or  below  a  particular  sum,  or  requires  that 


''The  quotatkni  which  follows  is 
from  United  States  v.  Tozer,  39  Fed. 
309. 

'*  By  the  weight  of  authority  it  is 
illegal  to  make  reductions  to  large 
shippers  as  such.  The  principal 
cases  are  listed  below:  Western  U.  T. 
Co.  V.  Call  Pub.  Co.,  181  U.  S.  92, 
46  L.  ed.  765,  21  Sup.  Ct.  561,  over- 
ruling s.  c,  44  Neb.  326,  62  N.  W. 
506;  Hays  y.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  12 
Fed.  309,  B.  &  W.  368;  Burlmgton, 
C.  R.  &  N.  Ry.  V.  N.  W.  Fuel  Co., 
31  Fed.  652;  Kinsley  v.  Buffalo,  N.  Y. 
dc  P.  Ry.,  37  Fed.  181;  United  States 
V.  Toier,  39  Fed.  369;  Fitzgerald  v. 
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Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  63  Vt.  169, 22  Atl. 
76,  13  L.  R.  A.  70. 

But  see  Savitz  v.  Ohio  A  M.  Ry., 
160  111.  208,  37  N.  E.  235,  27  L.  R.  A. 
626,  affirming  49  111.  App.  315;  Cook 
V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  81 
Iowa,  551,  46  N.  W.  749,  25  Am.  St. 
512,  9  L.  R.  A.  764;  Rothschild  v. 
Wabash,  St.  L.  h  P.  C.  R.,  92  Mo. 

91,  4  S.  W.  418;  Concord  k  P.  R.  R. 
V.  Forsaith,  59  N.  H.  122,  47  Am. 
Rep.  181;  Silkman  v.  Yonkers  Water 
Conmiissioners,  152  N.  Y.  327,  46 
N.  E.  612,  37  L.  R.  A.  827. 

7*  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co. 
V.  CaU  Publishing  Co.,   181  U.  S. 

92,  45  L.  ed.  765,  21  Sup.  Ct.  561. 
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the  service  shall  be  exactly  along  the  same  lines.  But  that 
principle  of  equality  does  forbid  any  difference  in  charge 
which  is  not  based  upon  difference  in  service,  must  have 
some  reasonable  relation  to  the  amount  of  difference,  and 
cannot  be  so  great  as  to  produce  an  unjust  discrimina- 
tionJ^ 

§  682.  nnreasonable  differences  forbidden  by  all  courts. 
Indeed,  long  before  this  in  the  case  of  Burlington, 
Cedar  Rapids  and  Northern  Railway  Company,^*  which  is 
often  cited  in  this  connection,  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  said  in 
part:  "If  it  be  true,  as  held  by  Judge  Wallace,  that  the  rule 
forbidding  an  unjust  discrimination  does  not  necessarily  pre- 
vent a  railroad  company  from  charging  a  less  rate  to  one  who 
ships  a  large  quantity  than  to  one  who  ships  a  small  quan- 
tity (and  I  am  not  prepared  to  deny  that  under  some  cir- 
cumstances, there  is  force  in  that  proposition,  on  the  same 
principle  that  a  wholesale  dealer  sells  a  large  bill  of  goods 
at  a  less  rate  than  a  small  bill  of  goods),  yet,  even  with 
that  limitation,  a  discrimination  so  vast  as  this  is,  and  so 
purely  arbitrary,  and  which  is  so  obviously  solely  in  the 
interest  of  capital,  and  not  based  upon  reasonable  distinc- 
tion in  favor  of  a  large  as  against  a  small  shipper,  cannot 
be  sustained.  For  here  the  contract  provides  a  special 
rate  for  shipment  of  100,000  tons  or  over;  that  is,  for  one 
who  ships  99,500  tons  it  makes  a  rate  of  $2.40;  while  to 
the  man  who  ships  100,000  tons,  or  500  tons  more  than 
the  other,  it  makes  a  rate  of  $1.60, — ^a  difference  of  50  per 
cent  in  favor  of  the  latter.  Such  a  discrimination,  even 
if  any  discrimination  based  upon  the  amoimts  of  ship- 
ments is  tolerable,  is  one  so  gross  that  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained." ^ 

^»'  See  also  Rothschild  v.  Wabash,  "  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  Ry.  v. 

St.  L.  &  P.  C.  Ry.,  92  Mo.  91, 4  S.  W.  Northwestern  Fuel  Co.,  31  Fed.  052. 

418;  and  Cook  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  ""  But  see  State  v.  Central  St.  Ry., 

P.  Ry.,  81  Iowa,  551,  46  N.  W.  1080,  81  Vt.  463,  71  Atl.  194,  130  Am.  St. 

25  Am.  St.  Rep.  512,  9  L.  R.  A.  764.  Rep.  1065. 
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§  683.  Reasonable  differences  permitted  by  some  courts. 

In  a  very  few  jurisdictions  it  has  been  held  that  there  is 
no  legal  objection  to  making  a  reasonable  difference  in  the 
rates  given  to  large  shippers  in  comparison  with  the  rates 
charged  small  shippers.  The  argument  is  that  this  is  a 
business  policy  universally  practiced;  but  the  answer 
seems  to  be  that  this  may  nevertheless  be  opposed  to  the 
peculiar  duties  which  the  common  carrier  owes  to  the 
public  as  a  whole.  However,  an  extract  is  given  from  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Allen  in  Concord  and  Portsmouth 
Railroad  Company  v.  Forsaithe/*  so  that  the  weight  of  this 
argument  may  be  felt.  In  holding  that  the  complainant,  a 
small  shipper,  had  no  case,  even  under  a  statute  which 
forbade  discriminations,  he  said:  ''The  terms  of  the  statute 
must  receive  the  interpretation  which  long-established 
usage  and  the  custom  of  the  commercial  world  have  given 
them.  That  custom  in  all  branches  of  business  always 
has  been,  and  is,  to  move,  care  for,  and  seU  a  large  amount 
of  a  given  commodity,  in  one  parcel  or  in  a  given  time,  at  a 
less  price  per  pound,  yard,  or  ton,  than  a  smaller  quantity 
of  the  same  commodity,  distributed  in  many  and  smaller 
parcels  at  different  times.  The  expense  of  handling, 
carrying,  and  storing  the  smaller  amount  is  much  greater, 
pro  rata,  than  that  of  the  same  operations  upon  the  larger 
amount  in  one  body,  and  a  discrimination  in  favor  of  the 
larger  dealers  is  not  inequality,  but  reasonable  equality. 
By  any  other  construction  the  statute  would  defeat  itself; 
for  taking  into  accoimt  the  lessened  expense  jyro  rata  for 
transporting  the  greater  amount  of  property  in  a  single 
body  or  in  a  given  time,  the  carrier  would,  by  absolute 
equality  of  rates  for  all  cases,  receive  a  greater  price  rate 
for  carrying  the  larger  quantity  than  the  smaller,  and 
thereby  make  an  unjust  discrimination  against  the  person 
transporting  the  largest  quantity  of  goods.  Unreasonable 
equality  is  inequality."  ^* 

T*  59  N.  H.  122.  Water  Commissioners,  152  N.  Y.  327, 

7*  To  the  same  e£fect  is  Silkman  v.      46  N.  E.  612,  37  L.  R.  A.  827. 
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§  684.  Pte vaient  doctrine  against  reduction. 

It  may  be  asserted  with  oonfidenoe,  however,  that  it  is 
opposed  to  fundamental  principles  to  permit  the  giving  of 
special  concessions  to  the  large  shipper  as  such.  In  the 
leading  case  of  Hays  v.  Pennsylvania  Company,^  this 
doctrine  is  well  worked  out.  It  appeared  in  evidence  that 
defendant's  r^ular  price  for  carrying  coal  between  the 
points  mentioned^  in  1876,  was  $1.60  per  ton,  with  a  rebate 
of  from  30  to  70  cents  per  ton  to  all  persons  or  com- 
panies shipping  5,000  tons  or  more  during  the  year, — ^the 
amount  of  rebate  being  graduated  by  the  quantity  of 
freight  furnished  by  each  shipper.  In  an  excellent  opinion 
by  Baxter,  the  United  States  Circuit  Judge,  the  various 
grounds  upon  which  differences  in  rates  have  been  justified 
by  reason  of  differences  in  the  cost  of  service  by  reason  of 
economies  of  handling  the  business  were  reviewed,  but 
he  held  very  properly  that  none  of  these  applied  to  the 
exclusive  shipper  as  such:  ''In  all  particulars  the  plaintiffs 
occupied  common  ground  with  the  parties  who  obtained 
lower  rates.  Each  tendered  coal  for  transportation  in  the 
same  condition  and  at  such  times  as  suited  his  or  their 
convenience.  The  discrimination  complained  rested  ex- 
clusively on  the  amount  of  freight  supplied  by  the  respec- 
tive shippers  during  the  year.  Ought  a  discrimination 
resting  exclusively  on  such  a  basis  be  sustained?  If  so, 
then  the  busii^ess  of  the  country  is,  in  some  degree,  subject 
to  the  will  of  railroad  officials;  for,  if  one  man  engaged  in 
mining  coal,  and  dependent  on  the  same .  railroad  for 
transportation  to  the  same  market,  can  obtain  transporta- 
tion thereof  at  from  25  to  50  cents  per  ton  less  than  an- 
other competing  with  him  in  business,  solely  on  the  ground 
that  he  is  able  to  furnish  and  does  furnish  the  larger 
quantity  for  shipment,  the  small  operator  will  sooner 
or  later  be  forced  to  abandon  the  unequal  contest  and 
surrender  to  his  more  opulent  rival.  If  the  principle  is 
sound  in  its  application  to  rival  parties  engaged  in  mining 

» 12  Fed.  309. 
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coal;  it  is  equally  applicable  to  merchants,  manufacturers, 
miUers,  dealers  in  lumber  and  grain,  and  to  everybody 
else  interested  in  any  business  requiring  any  considerable 
amount  of  transportation  by  rail;  and  it  follows  that  the 
success  of  all  such  enterprises  would  depend  as  much  on  the 
favor  of  railroad  officials  as  upon  the  energies  and  capaci- 
ties of  the  parties  prosecuting  the  same."  ^^ 

§  686.  Reductions    to    large    shippers    unjust    to    small 


Naturally  the  practice  of  some  railroads  under  some 
circumstances  of  making  lower  rates  to  large  customers  was 
one  of  the  first  complaints  brought  to  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission.  One  of  those  cases  was  Provi- 
dence Coal  Company  v.  Providence  &  Worcester  Rail- 
road Company,^^  in  which  case  it  appeared  that  the  tariff 
of  the  railroad  on  coal  contained  a  provision  for  a  discount 
of  10  per  cent  to  any  person,  firm  or  company,  ^o  shall 
receive  consignments  of  coal,  in  any  one  year,  amounting 
to  30,000  tons  or  upwards,  at  any  one  station  on  the  line 
of  this  road.  But  the  Commission  was  very  plainly  set 
against  any  such  differential,  Mr.  Commissioner  Cooley 
saying:  "The  discrimination  is  therefore  necessarily  unjust 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law.  It  cannot  be  supported  by 
the  circumstance  that  the  offer  is  open  to  all;  for  although 
made  to  all,  it  is  not  possible  that  all  should  accept. 
Moreover,  in  testing  such  a  discrimination  we  must  con- 
sider the  principle  by  which  it  must  be  supported;  and  the 
principle  which  would  support  a  30,000  ton  limitation 
would  support  one  of  50,000  or  100,000  equally  well;  the 
quantity  named  would  be  arbitrary  in  any  case.  It  might 
easily  be  so  high  as  practically  to  be  open  to  the  lai^est 
dealer  only.  A  railroad  company,  if  allowed  to  do  so, 
might  in  this  way  hand  over  the  whole  trade  on  its  road 

*i  DLscuflsiiig  parUcularly  Nioholson         *>  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  363,  1  I.  C.  C. 
V.  Gt.  Western  Ry.,  6  C.  B.  (N.  S.)      Rep.  107. 
366. 
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in  some  necessary  article  of  commerce  to  a  single  dealer; 
for  it  might  at  will  make  the  discoimt  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  ordinary  profit  in  the  trade;  and  competition  by 
those  who  could  not  get  the  discount  would  obviously  be 
then  out  of  the  question.  So  extreme  a  case  would  not, 
however,  be  needful  to  show  the  inadmissibility  of  such  a 
discount  as  is  here  offered;  the  injustice  would  be  equally 
manifest  if  several  dealers  instead  of  one  were  able  to 
accept  the  offer.  A  railroad  company  has  no  right,  by  any 
discrimination  not  groimded  in  reason,  to  put  any  single 
dealer,  whether  a  large  dealer  or  a  small  dealer,  to  any 
such  destructive  disadvantage.''  '• 

§  686.  Services  to  large  and  small  practically  identical. 
Moreover,  the  services  to  large  shippers  and  to  small 
shippers  are  practically  identical.  The  large  shipper,  to 
be  siu'e,  sends  more  carloads  in  the  aggregate  than  the 
small  shipper,  it  was  truly  said  in  a  court  proceeding,  but 
it  makes  no  real  difference  whether  a  railroad  takes  two 
cars  from  A  or  one  car  each  from  A  and  B.  And  it  is 
plain  that  to  carry  two  barrels  of  sugar  for  one  person  on 
a  given  date,  and  to  carry  one  barrel  of  sugar  for  another 
person,  between  the  same  points,  over  the  same  route, 
two  days  later,  are  contemporaneous,  and  like  services.*^ 
The  argument  was  pressed  further  in  another  case  of  the 
same  period;  it  is  not  in  the  least  certain  that  the  shipper 
who  furnished  the  largest  aggregate  tonnage  during  the 
year  may  not  have  shipped  in  the  most  irregular  way  in 
the  most  inconvenient  quantities.  ''This  charge  is  justified 
by  the  master  upon  the  ground  that  the  quantity  of  oil 
shipped  by  another  shipper  was  much  larger  than  that 
shipped  by  the  petitioner,  and  hence  that  the  larger  pro- 
portionate expense  attending  the  handling  and  transporta- 

**  The  Commission  has  lately  said  such    facilities.      In    re    Restricted 

that  a  lower  rate  is  not  permitted  to  Rates,  20  I.  C.  C.  426. 

large  shippers   providing  unloading  *^  United  States  v.  Tozer,  39  Fed. 

facilities,  than  would  be  accorded  to  369. 
smaller  shippers,  unable  to  provide 
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tion  of  the  smaller  shipment  warranted  a  higher  rate  than 
was  charged  for  the  larger  shipment.  In  this  conclusion 
we  do  not  agree  with  the  learned  master.  It  does  not 
differentiate  the  service  performed  for  the  several  shippers, 
nor  the  conditions  or  circmnstances  imder  which  it  was 
performed.  The  only  difference  is  that  in  one  case  the 
quantity  shipped  was  larger,  and  in  {he  other  case  it  was 
smaller.  This  has  been  repeatedly  held  to  be  an  insufficient 
and  unwarrantable  reason  for  discriminating  rates  of 
charge."  *^ 

§  687.  Differences  in  amount  of  shipment. 

No  dissimilarity  of  conditions  which  can  justify  a  differ- 
ence in  rate  is,  therefore,  created  by  the  total  amount  of 
shipments  during  a  certain  time,  as  so  much  in  a  year.^ 
A  shipment  of  a  large  amount  at  one  time  may,  however, 
justify  a  lower  rate  if  it  results  in  economy  of  operation, 
as  for  instance  a  carload  shipment,  provided  the  differ- 
ence is  reasonable  in  view  of  the  saving  effected.*^  So  a 
rule  making  a  minimum  charge  of  one  hundred  pounds 
on  shipments  of  less  weight  is  justifiable.^  If  the  amount 
of  the  shipment  will  not  lead  to  a  considerable  saving  in 
expense  to  the  carrier,  no  difference  can  be  made  on  ac- 
count of  it;  so,  where  the  shipment  is  in  cargo  or  train- 
load  quantities,  it  cannot  get  less  than  carload  rates.^  A 
railroad  should  not  be  permitted  to  adopt  a  system  of 
rate  making  which  will  enable  a  large  dealer  to  drive  a 
small  dealer  out  of  the  market,  and  the  Commission  can- 
not act  on  the  theory  that  the  trade  of  a  particular  com- 
munity is  a  vested  right  belonging  to  any  particular  class 

»  Kindey  v.  Buflfalo,  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  742, 3 1.  C.  C. 

R.,  37  Fed.  181.  473;  Buckeye  Buggy  Co.  v.  Cleve- 

»  Providence  Coal  Co.  v.  Provi-  land,  C,  C.  &  S.  L.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C. 

dence  &  W.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  Rep.  620. 

363,  1  I.  C.  C.  107;  United  States  v.  »  Wrigley   v.   Cleveland,    C,    C. 

Tozer,  39  Fed.  369,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  &  St.  L.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

597;  Kingsley  v.  Buffalo,  N.  Y.  A  P.  412. 

Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  318.  "  Paine  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R., 

»  Thupber  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  218. 
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in  the  community;  and  since  the  effect  of  an  order  pre- 
scribing differentials  on  less-than-carload  quantities  would 
be  to  place  a  tax  on  retailers  in  order  that  jobbers  in 
southeastern  territory  might  realize  a  profit  in  compe- 
tition with  Nashville  jobbers  and  at  the  expense  of  that 
community,  such  an  order  should  be  refused.*^ 

§  688.  Reductions  to  groups  of  passengers. 

Reductions  to  passengers  in  parties  can  only  be  justified 
if  there  is  a  difference  in  the  cost  of  service.  Thus  such 
reductions  were  held  by  the  Commission  •^  to  forbid  grant- 
ing a  special  reduced  rate  to  all  persons  traveling  in  parties 
of  ten  or  more.  The  Commission  ruled  that  the  selling 
of  "party  rate"  tickets  was  not  within  any  of  the  dis- 
criminations specifically  excepted  and  allowed  by  section 
22  of  the  Act.  The  Supreme  Court,'^  however,  rightly 
held  that  conveying  one  person  singly  and  conveying  him 
as  one  of  a  party  of  ten  did  not  constitute  like  services, 
''imder  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions," that  the  making  of  a  lower  rate  per  capita  for  party 
rate  tickets  was  a  due  and  reasonable  preference  and  not 
unlawful  discrimination.  ''In  order  to  constitute  an  un- 
just discrimination  imder  section  2  the  carrier  must  charge 
or  receive  directly  from  one  person  a  greater  or  less  com- 
pensation than  from  another,  or  must  accomplish  the 
same  thing  indirectly  by  means  of  a  special  rate,  rebate, 
or  other  device;  but,  in  either  case,  it  must  be  for  a  'like 
and  contemporaneous  service  in  the  transportation  of 
a  like  kind  of  traffic,  under  substantially  similar  circum- 
stances and  conditions.'  To  bring  the  present  case  within 
the  words  of  this  section,  we  must  assume  that  the  trans- 
portation of  ten  persons  on  a  single  ticket  is  substantially 
identical  with  the  transportation  of  one,  and,  in  view  of 

»  Duncan  A  Co.  v.  N.  C.  &  St.      B.  A  O.  R.  Co.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  739, 
L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  590.  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  465. 

"  Pittsburg,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  "  Interstate  Com.  Com.  v.  B.  &  O. 

R.  R.,  145  U.  8.  263,  12  Sup.  Ct.  844. 
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the  universally  accepted  fact  that  a  man  may  buy,  con- 
tract, or  manufacture  on  a  large  scale  cheaper  proportion- 
ately than  upon  a  small  scale,  this  is  impossible." 

§  689.  Special  kinds  of  passenger  transportation. 

The  Commission  has  no  authority  under  the  Act  to 
require  carriers  to  establish  special  fares,  based  upon  less 
than  the  normal  passenger-mile  revenue,  for  the  use  of 
passengers  on  particular  occasions  or  for  special  purposes.^' 
But  where  a  carrier  has  imdertaken  a  definite  and  regular 
commutation  service,  the  power  as  well  as  the  duty  of 
the  Commission,  under  section  1,  to  examine  into  the 
reasonableness  of  the  charges  exacted,  when  complaint 
has  been  made,  seems  to  be  beyond  question.**  Upon 
duly  established  tariff  authority  therefor,  the  initial  carrier 
may  issue  to  a  passenger  a  through  ticket  for  the  sum  of 
two  or  more  duly  established  fares  applicable  over  the 
several  connecting  roads,  composing  the  through  line  from 
the  starting  point  to  destination,  which  will  cover  the 
entire  journey  that  the  passenger  desires  to  take.*^  It 
would  seem  to  follow  from  what  has  been  said  that  the 
issuance  of  mileage  tickets  is,  therefore,  optional.^  And 
a  special  rate  may  be  conditioned  upon  a  certain  number 
attending  a  convention  under  certain  conditions.^  It  has 
long  been  established  that  party  rates  cannot  be  limited 
to  particular  classes,  but  must  be  opened  to  general  pub- 
lic* Apparently  then  no  discrimination  is  shown  from 
maintaining  an  excursion  rate  to  and  from  one  town,  and 
refusing  it  at  another.**  But  the  Commission  has  recently 
held  that  a  railroad  ought  to  sell  a  50-trip  family  ticket 

<*  Field  V.  Southern  R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  ^  National  As'n  of  Letter  Car- 

2^.  new  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C. 

M  Commutation    Rate    Case,    21  C.  6. 

I.  C.  C.  428;  see  also  Edelsten  ▼.  « Re  Party  Rate  Tickets,  12  I.  C. 

Pa.  R.  R.,  26 1.  C.  C.  359.  C.  95;  see  also  Kodi  Secret  Service 

^  In  re  Mileage,  Excuraion  and  v.  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C. 

Commutation  Tickets,  23  L  C.  C.  96.  523. 

••  Bschner  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  ••  Ballin  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  19 1.  C.  C.  R. 

18 1.  C.  C.  60.  503. 
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from  Ck)imecticut  so  long  as  they  are  sold  from  points  in 
New  York  State.  ^  Reduced  rates  restricted  to  school  chil- 
dren have  been  said  to  be  discriminatory;^  but  a  carrier 
may  sell  children's  tickets,  open  to  all  purchasers.' 

Topic  C.    Rebates  to  Exclusive  Shippers 

§  690.  Lower  rates  formerly  made  to  exclusive  shippers. 

The  advantages  which  may  accrue  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany if  it  may  make  lower  rates  to  those  who  will  ship 
by  it  exclusively  are  plain;  and  this  policy  would  largely 
prevail  in  making  rates  between  competitive  points  doubt- 
less if  it  were  not  for  the  recognition  of  its  essential  il- 
legality. That  such  a  policy  may  be  advantageous  to  the 
company  which  employs  it  may  be  granted,  but  it  has 
already  been  seen  that  those  who  conduct  a  public  em- 
ployment must  forego  many  methods  of  getting  business 
and  holding  it  which  are  permissible  in  private  affai^.^ 
The  chief  argument  made  in  favor  of  such  specially  lower 
rates  to  those  who  will  ship  exclusively  is  to  say  that 
there  is  in  reality  no  personal  discrimination  in  such  an 
arrangement  when  it  is  open  to  all  who  choose  to  conform 
to  the  condition.  But  this  is  as  inconclusive  here  as  it  is 
when  used  in  support  of  other  kinds  of  discrimination 
between  diflferent  shippers,  for  if  the  condition  is  one  which 
it  is  inconsistent  with  pubUc  duty  to  impose,  there  is  no 
legal  justification  for  any  departure  from  equality  of  rates 
to  all  who  ask  the  same  transportation  for  like  goods.^ 


^Commutation  Rate  Case,  27 
I.  C.  C.  649. 

>  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  I.  C. 
C.  426. 

*  Re  Commutation,  17 1.  C.  C.  144. 

*See  Chapter  X,  supra.  By  the 
general  rule  it  would  seem  to  con- 
stitute illegal  discrimination  to  give 
rebates  to  exclusive  shippers.  Men- 
acho  V.  Ward,  27  Fed.  529,  B.  & 
W.  372;  Louisville,  E.  k  St.  L.  Con. 
R.  Co.  V.  Wilson,  132  Ind.  617,  32 
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N.  E.  311,  18  L.  R.  A.  105  and  note; 
McNeer  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry.,  22  Mo.  App. 
224;  Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
R.,  7  Vroom  (36  N.  J.  L.),  407,  13 
Am.  Rep.  457, 8  Vroom  (37  N.  J.  L.), 
531, 18  Am.  Rep.  754,  HUton  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line,  136  N. 
C.  479,  48  S.  £.  813;  Scofield  v.  L. 
S.  ft  M.  S.  R.  R.,  43  Ohio  St.  571,  3 
N.  E.  907,  54  Am.  Rep.  846. 

'But  see  Lough  v.  Outerbridge, 
143  N.  Y.  271,  38  N.  E.  292,  42  Am. 
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§  691.  Such  discriminations  foster  monopolies. 

One  of  the  leading  cases  against  personal  discrimination 
is  Schofield  v.  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern  Railway 
Company/  In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  railway 
company,  having  tariff  rates  for  the  public  generally,  con- 
tracted with  the  Standard  Oil  Ck)mpany  that,  m  considera- 
tion of  said  <5ompany  giving  to  the  railway  its  entire  freight 
business  in  the  products  of  petroleinn,  they  would  trans- 
port such  freight  for  the  company  at  certain  rates,  about 
ten  cents  per  barrel  cheaper  than  for  any  other  customers 
whatsoever.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  brought  by  shippers 
for  relief  from  this  situation  was  granted  in  an  elaborate 
opinion,  the  tenor  of  which  may  be  judged  from  the  foUow- 
mg  paragraph:  "The  principle  is  opposed  to  a  sound 
public  policy.  It  would  build  and  foster  monopolies,  add 
largely  to  the  accumulated  power  of  capital  and  money, 
and  drive  out  all  enterprise  not  backed  by  overshadowing 
wealth.  With  the  doctrine  as  contended  for  by  the  de- 
fendant, recognized  and  enforced  by  the  courts,  what  will 
prevent  the  great  grain  interests  of  the  northwest,  or  the 
coal  and  iron  interest  of  Pennsylvania  or  any  of  the  great 
commercial  interests  of  the  coimtry,  bound  together  by  the 
power  and  influence  of  aggregate  wealth,  and  in  league 
with  the  railroads  of  the  land,  driving  to  the  wall  all 
private  enterprises  stru^ling  for  existence,  and  with  an 
iron  hand  thrusting  back  all  but  themselves?"^ 

§  692.  Shippers  who  agree  to  give  all  their  business. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  shipper  agrees  to  give  all  his  busi- 
ness to  the  carrier  does  not  justify  a  concession  from  regular 
rates.  Such  inducements  seem  once  to  have  been  held  out 
to  shippers  commonly  in  England;  but  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  have  been  against  them.*    They  have  uniformly 

St.  Rep.  712,  25  L.  R.  A.  674,  and  '  See  further,  Louisville,  £.  &  St. 

Fitchburg  R.  R.  v.  Qage,  12  Gray  L.  C.  R.  R.  v.  Wilson,  132  Ind.  517, 

(Mas8.)i  303.  32  N.  E.  311. 

•  43  Ohio  St.  571,  3  N.  E.  907,  54  *  Baxendale  v.  Great  Western  R. 

Am.  Rep.  846.  Co.,  5  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  309;  Diphwys 
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held  it  unlawful  preference  to  give  reduced  rates  in  con- 
sideration of  an  agreement  to  employ  other  lines  of  the 
company  for  the  carriage  of  other  traffic  or  to  employ 
the  company  in  other  distinct  business;  which  is  obviously 
good  law^  as  the  carriage  of  goods  to  other  points  does  not 
affect  the  cost  of  carriage  between  the  particular  points.^ 
Upon  the  same  principles  the  railways  have  been  forbidden 
to  charge  a  higher  wharfage  rate  on  goods  to  be  conveyed 
by  another  railway^^  or  to  grant  a  reduced  rate  in  consider- 
ation of  a  contract  to  carry  all  of  certain  goods  and  to 
prevent  their  being  carried  by  water  or  other  means.^^ 
It  seems  plain  that  in  all  of  these  cases  no  other  decisions 
would  have  been  justifiable  than  those  which  w&re  given, 
because  the  policies  pursued  by  the  railways  in  all  of  these 
cases  seem  opposed  to  the  public  duty  which  the  common 
carrier  owes  the  shipping  public. 

§  693.  Consideration  of  the  cost  of  serving. 

Upon  the  principles  set  forth  in  the  preceding  para- 
graph it  will  be  plain  why  it  is  permissible  to  make  differ- 
ences in  the  rating  of  the  same  goods  based  on  the  nature 
and  size  of  the  package,  large  packages  being  given  rela- 
tively lower  rates  than  small  packages.  And  likewise  if 
the  shipment  is  in  a  form  more  convenient  for  handling,  as 
in  casks  rather  than  in  cases,  or  if  the  freight  is  tendered 
in  a  form  permitting  a  greater  carload,  the  diffa^ence 
between  cotton  in  bulk  and  in  tightly  compressed  bales  for 
example,  lower  rates  may  be  given  proportionate  to  the 
difference  in  the  cost  of  service.**    "We  are  not  unmind- 


Caflson  Slate  Co.  v.  Festining  R.  Co.,  ^  Toomer  v.   London  R.   Ck>.,  3 

2  Nev.  &  Mac.  73;  BeUsdyke  Coal  Nev.  &  Mac.  79. 

Co.  V.  N.  B.  R.  Co.,  2  Nev.  &  Mac.  ^^  Garton  v.  Bristol  A  E.  R.  R.  Co., 

105.  1  Nev.  &  Mac.  218. 

*Baxendale  v.  Great  Western  R.  ^' These     general     coosiderations 

Co.,  5  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  309;  Twellis  v.  have    already    been    discusBed    in 

Pa.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  Chapter    XI.      See    The    Western 

728;  Bellsdyke  Coal  Co.  v.  North  Classification  Case,  25  I.  C.  C.  244, 

British  R.  Co.,  2  Nev.  &  Mac.  105.  passim, 
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ful  of  the  rule  which  pennits  a  common  carrier  to  dis- 
crimmate  in  favor  of  a  shipper  who  transports  large 
quantities  of  a  given  commodity  in  one  parcel  at  a  time, 
as  against  a  shipper  who  transports  the  broken  packages. 
Such  discrimination  is  rendered  necessary  by  the  increased 
expense  of  handling,  storing,  and  caring  for  the  smaller 
quantities,  and  is  not  unreasonable."  ^^ 

§  694.  Shippers  requiring  less  service. 

At  common  law  formerly  it  could  be  shown  in  any  case 
that  the  conditions  under  which  particular  shipments  are 
made  produce  such  economies  in  handling  the  traffic  as  to 
justify  the  reductions  made  in  the  rates.  An  excellent  case 
to  illustrate  this  general  doctrine  is  American  Central 
Insurance  Company  v.  Chicago  &  Alton  Railway  Com- 
pany, ^^  where  the  issue  was  raised  whether  a  stipulation  in 
a  contract  between  a  railroad  company  and  its  elevator 
lessee  by  which  the  former  was  to  carry  the  latter's  grain 
from  the  elevator  in  carload  lots*  at  less  rate  than  its 
regular  tariff,  was  justifiable.  In  holding  that  this  did 
not  constitute  illegal  discrimination  Judge  Smith  said: 
''From  the  face  of  the  lease  it  very  clearly  appears  that 
the  service  for  which  the  rebate  was  to  be  allowed  the 
lessee,  and  those  claiming  under  it,  was  not  the  same  nor  as 
great  as  the  ordinary  shipper.  The  transient  shipper 
furnishes  no  warehouse  for  the  storage  nor  any  supervision 
of  his  grain  nor  the  labor  necessary  to  handle  the  same, 
but  these  are  supplied  whoUy  by  the  carrier.  Not  so  of 
the  lessee  of  the  carrier  who  constructs  his  own  storehouse 
and  also  supplies  at  his  own  expense  the  supervision  and 
labor  necessary  for  the  care,  storage  and  loading  of  his 
grain,  the  carrier  thereby  escaping  much  expense  that  it 
must  incur  in  case  of  the  transient  shipper."  ^^ 

»«*  Louisvffle,  E.  &  St.  L.  C.  Ry.  114  N.  Y.  330,  21  N.  E.  403,  11  Am. 

V.  Wilson,  132  Ind.  517, 32  N.  E.  211.  St.  Rep.  643,  4  L.  R.  A.  33,  laying 

^*  74  Mo.  App.  89.  down  the  same  principles  in  sweeping 

^*  See  Root  v.  Long  Island  R.  R.,  generalizations. 
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§  696.  Shippers  who  agree  to  furnish  large  quantities. 

It  would  seem  to  foUoW;  although  this  has  appeared  to 
some  courts  more  doubtful,  that  shippers  who  agree  to 
furnish  large  quantities  of  freight  should  have  no  better 
standing.  It  is  true  that  the  advantage  to  the  railroad 
company  may  be  proved,  but  the  injustice  to  the  small 
shipper  who  can  make  no  such  imdertaking  remains  the 
controlling  factor  in  the  situation.  This  was  well  shown 
in  an  Indiana  case  ^^  where  the  court  said:  "It  is  con- 
tended by  the  appellant  that,  in  view  of  the  fact  it  secured 
by  its  contract  with  Dickason  a  certain  income  of  $7,000 
per  month,  it  could  as  weU  afford  to  carry  ties  for  him 
at  $14  per  car  as  to  carry  them  for  the  appellees  at  $24 
per  car.  We  find  it  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether  the 
appellant  is  correct  or  otherwise  in  this  contention,  for^  as 
we  understand  the  law,  a  railroad  company  engaged  in  the 
business  of  a  common  carrier  is  not  permitted  by  the  law 
to  discriminate  in  favor  of  a  shipper  who  is  able  to  furnish 
a  large  amount  of  freight  over  one  engaged  in  the  same 
business  who  is  unable  to  furnish  the  same  quantity  as 
that  shipped  by  his  more  opulent  rival.  The  reasons  for 
prohibiting  such  discrimination  are  well  stated  in  the  case 
of  Hays  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  In  our  opinion,  the  fact 
that  Dickason  was  able  to  furnish  a  larger  number  of  car- 
loads of  ties  for  shipment  than  the  appellees  could  con- 
stituted no  sufficient  reason  for  a  discrimination  in  his 
favor  over  the  rates  charged  to  the  appellees."  *• 

§  696.  Charging  other  shippers  more  than  contract  rates. 
In  the  interesting  case  of  Houston  and  Texas  Central 
Railroad  Company  v.  Rust,^^  the  railroad  and  certain 
shippers  entered  into  an  agreement  by  which  the  shippers 
promised  to  ship  all  their  goods  and  the  railroad  imder- 

^^  Louisville,  £.  &  St.  L.  C.  R.  R.  v.  tion  to  give  all  its  traffic  to  a  R.  R. 

Wilson,  132  Ind.  517,  32  N.  E.  311.  Co.  in  consideration  that  R.  R.  Co. 

^*  R.  R.  Co.  et  als.,  Appellants,  v.  will  subscribe  to  corporation  bonds,  is 

U.  R.  et  al,  284.  based  upon  sufficient  consideration. 

An  agreement  between  a  corporar  ^^  53  Tex.  98. 
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took  to  give  a  certain  rate.  Later  they  raised  other 
rates;  but  this  in  itself  this  court  held  not  to  be  discrimina- 
tion against  other  shippers.  ''It  ought  to  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  under  all  the 
facts  of  the  case^  the  defendant  charged  the  plaintiffs  a 
rate  beyond  what  was  reasonable^  and  beyond  the  price 
which  was  exacted  of  the  public  generally  at  the  timed 
when  the  plaintiffs  shipped  their  cotton  on  the  defendant's 
railroad.  And;  if,  although  the  plaintiffs  were  not  re- 
quired to  pay  a  higher  rate  than  the  public  generally,  yet 
if  the  defendant  had  allowed  to  certain  particular  persons 
or  merchants  in  a  certain  particular  locality,  more  ad- 
vantageous terms  than  had  been  given  to  the  public 
generally,  or  to  the  plaintiffs,  it  ought  to  have  been  sub- 
mitted as  an  issue  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine, 
whether  (under  appropriate  instructions  applicable  to 
the  subject),  imder  all  the  evidence  applicable  to  the 
question,  such  preference  so  given  was  a  fair  and  legitimate 
one;  one  justified  by  the  common-law  rule  forbidding  the 
carrier  to  give  one  special  privileges  which  it  denies  an- 
other, but  which  at  the  same  time  does  not  exclude  as 
forbidden  contracts  for  transportation  at  a  less  rate  in 
special  cases,  where,  under  the  circumstances,  the  dis- 
crimination appears  reasonable."  ^* 

§  697.  Competitive  rates  for  through  business. 

But  against  preferential  devices  to  hold  business  the 
recent  American  cases  are  clearly  opposed.  Thus  in  one 
Federal  case,  it  was  held  that  a  lower  rate  could  not  be 
made  for  the  transportation  of  goods  from  B  to  C  which 
came  from  A,  whence  a  competitive  line  to  C  ran.^*  And 
in  a  recent  State  case  it  was  held  that  a  lower  rate  could 
not  be  made  for  transportation  from  A  to  B  of  goods 

"  See  also  Avinger  v.  So.  Car.  Ry.,  &  O.  R.,  60  Fed.  546.   See  also  Brandt 

29  S.  C.  265,  7  S.  E.  493,  13  Am.  St.  MUling  Ck).  Case,  4  Can.  Ry.  Cas. 

Rep.  716.  259. 

^  Bigbee  &  W.  R.  P.  Co.  v.  MobUe 
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destined  to  be  forwarded  from  B  to  C."  Although  the 
law  thus  no  longer  permits  such  concessions  to  get  busi* 
ness,  because  it  is  seen  that  these  would  constitute  per- 
sonal discrimination  between  two  customers  asking  exactly 
the  same  service,  yet  these  considerations  are  still  held  to 
justify  making  a  lower  rate  from  a  more  distant  point  as 
will  be  seen  in  the  last  chapter  of  this  part  of  the  treatise. 
Where  a  competitive  line  exists  at  this  point,  it  will  even 
justify  this  even  if  the  long  haul  includes  the  short  haul 
within  it.  This  means,  of  course,  that  the  general  law 
against  all  discrimination  has  not  as  yet  become  as  recog- 
nized as  the  particular  law  against  personal  discrimination, 
but  in  regard  to  this  relative  discrimination  the  law  is 
where  it  was  as  to  all  personal  discrimination  some  time 
ago. 

§  698.  Previous  or  subsequent  hauL 

The  mere  fact  that  the  carrier  will  have  later  from  the 
same  patron  a  subsequent  haul  out-bound  on  manufac- 
tured articles  does  not  justify  the  making  to  the  shipper 
who  is  doing  this  a  lower  rate  on  the  in-bound  shipments  of 
his  raw  materials;  and  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the 
carrier  cannot  make  a  lower  rate  on  the  out-bound  trans- 
portation to  shippers  who  have  previously  given  the 
in-bound  traffic.  ^^  And  in  a  later  case  where  a  transit 
privilege  had  been  established,  the  Commission  condemned 
as  unreasonable  increases  in  local  rates  to  transit  points, 
which  were  to  be  refunded  upon  the  shipment  out-bound 
upon  the  products.  ^^  In  accordance  with  these  principles  the 
Commission  has  held,  where  the  defendant's  tariff  provided 
a  local  rate  on  cottonseed  into  Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  with  a 
provision  that  in  case  the  shipper  employed  defendant's 
road  in  hauling  the  manufacture  product  out,  he  should 

"^  Alabama  &   V.   R.   R.  Co.  v.  *'In  re  Substitution  of  Tonnage 

Railroad  Comm.,  86  Miss.  667,  38  at    Transit    Points,    18    I.    C.    C. 

So.  356.    See  also  Hope  Cotton  Oil  280. 

Co.  V.  Texas  &  P.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  "  Red  River  Oil  Co.  v.  T.  A  P.  Ry., 

Rep.  606.  23  I.  C.  C.  438. 
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be  entitled  to  a  refund  of  a  part  of  the  rate  into  Fort 
Smith,  that  such  a  provision  was  unlawfully  discrimina- 
toiy.*'  But  the  Commission  in  a  recent  case,  apparently 
modified  this  by  saying  that  carriers  may  in  connection 
with  transit  privil^es  reduce  their  reasonable  rates  in 
considemtion  of  getting  out-bound  shipments,  but  cannot 
add  thereto  any  sum  as  penalty  to  be  forfeited  if  the  out- 
bound shipment  does  not  move  over  same  line  which 
handled  in-bound  raw  material.  ^^  It  is  probably  true  that 
in  fixing  rates  in  general  weight  may  be  given  by  the 
carrier  to  the  fact  that  the  free  movement  of  the  com- 
modity is  an  auxiliary  to  the  production  of  larger  volume 
of  traffic  to  the  carriers.  ^^  But  the  Commission  has 
declined  to  lower  rates  merely  because  the  carrier  had  a 
previous  haul  on  raw  material.^ 


§  699.  Other  methods  of  holding  business. 

The  general  principle  is  that  all  goods  offered  for  ship- 
ment at  a  certain  point  must  be  carried  at  the  estab- 
lished rate  for  such  goods  from  such  point,  regardless  of  the 
place  where  they  originated.^  And  the  Commission  has 
recently  ruled  that  local  rates  to  a  junction  point  should 
be  same  for  all  shippers  to  that  point,  and  the  through 
rate  on  shipments  going  beyond  the  junction  should  be 
alike  for  all  shippers  to  the  destination.^  And  an  arrange- 
ment has  been  squarely  condemned  where  a  lower  local  rate 
was  given,  provided  only  the  goods  were  originally  shipped 
into  a  trading  center  over  the  defendant's  lines,  on  the 
ground  that  sudi  a  rate  was  not  in  any  sense  a  propor- 
tional rate,  nor  could  it  be  sanctioned  as  a  transit,  recon- 
signment  or  diversion  privil^e,  but  was  simply  an  unlaw- 
ful device  to  compel  shippers  to  send  their  goods  over 

**  Memphift    Freight    Bureau    v.  "  Paragon  Plaster  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 

Ft.  S.  &  W.  R.  R.,  13  I.  C.  C.  1,  4.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  480. 

"  May  Bros.  ▼.  Y.  &  M.  V.  R.  R.,  »  See  Basoom  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 

26  I.  C.  C.  328.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  354. 

*^  Meridan   Fertilizer   Factory   v.  "  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  I.  C. 

T.  A  P.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  361.  C.  426. 
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defendant's  road%^  And  the  general  principle  was  again 
laid  down  in  a  still  later  case  that  a  common  carrier  cannot 
impose  an  unreasonable  rate  because  of  the  origin  of  the 
traffic." 


Topic  D.    Concessions  for  Special  Kinds  of  Business 

§  700.  Different  rates  for  goods  used  for  different  purposes. 

It  is  strongly  urged  by  the  railroads  that  they  should  be 
allowed  to  make  different  rates  for  goods  which  are  going 
to  be  used  for  different  purposes.  It  is  pointed  out  that  in 
order  to  get  more  traffic,  which  by  reason  of  the  law  of 
increasing  returns  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  it  will 
often  be  necessary  for  them  to  make  lower  rates  for  goods 
which  are  going  to  be  used  for  one  purpose  than  for  goods 
which  are  going  to  be  used  for  another  purpose.'^  More- 
over, the  railroad  managers  take  a  higher  plane  of  argu- 
ment when  they  urge  that  to  make  different  rates  for 
different  users  they  may  further  the  development  of  the 
industries  of  the  communities  which  they  serve.  But 
neither  of  these  arguments  can  be  pushed  too  far  in  a 
legal  discussion  because  in  so  far  as  any  railroad  policy 
involves  discrimination  it  is  illegal;  and  to  charge  one  of 
two  shippers  who  wants  exactly  the  same  transportation 
of  the  same  goods  one  rate  while  another  shipper  is 
charged  another  rate  is  personal  discrimmation  pnma 
facie^^ 


"  Basoom  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 
17  I.  C.  C.  354. 

**Acme  Conent  Plaster  Co.  ▼. 
C.  G.  W.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  19. 

'^Whether  ocmoesnoiis  may  be 
made  for  special  kinds  of  busineas  is  a 
debated  question.  Such  reducUons 
were  allowed  in  Hoover  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  R.,  156  Pa.  St.  220,  27  AtL 
28%  96  Am.  St.  R^.  43,  22  L.  R.  A. 
263. 

Hie  CommisBion  will  refuse  to 
sanction  a  classification  resting  upon 
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the  use  to  which  a  commodity  is  put. 
Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co.  v. 
A.  A.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  197. 

ssRut  in  the  following  case  such 
reductions  are  forbidden:  Fitigerald 
V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  63  Vt  169,  22 
AtL  76,  13  L.  R.  A.  70. 

The  use  to  which  a  commodity  is 
put  affords  no  basis  for  a  difference 
in  rates  undo*  the  Act.  Sligo  Iron 
Store  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  17 
I.  C.  C.  139. 
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§  701.  Such  rates  formerly  allowed. 

The  argument  for  allowing  the  making  of  different  rates 
for  the  same  commodities  which  are  destined  to  be  used  for 
different  pmposes  is  a  strong  one.  How  strong  it  is  from 
an  economic  point  of  view  may  be  seen  by  an  examination 
of  the  leading  case  supporting  this  argument,  Hoover  v. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad.^'  In  that  case  the  court  held  that 
an  agreement  to  charge  a  uniform  rate  on  shipment  of 
coal  to  the  Bellefonte  Nail  Works  for  consumption  in 
operating  its  machinery  could  not  be  complained  of  as 
unjust  discrimination  against  a  mere  dealer,  who  re- 
ceived his  coal  over  the  same  road  and  was  charged  a 
higher  rate,  the  court  relying  upon  the  broadest  grounds 
of  public  policy  to  justify  this  result,  Mr.  Justice  Green 
saying:  ''In  point  of  fact,  it  is  perfectly  well  known  and 
appreciated  that  the  output  of  freights  from  the  great 
manufacturing  centers  upon  our  lines  of  transportation 
constitutes  one  of  the  chief  sources  of  the  revenues  which 
sustain  them  financially.  Yet  no  part  of  this  income  is 
derived  from  those  who  are  mere  buyers  and  sellers  of 
coal.  When  the  freight  is  paid  upon  the  coal  they  buy, 
the  revenue  to  be  derived  from  that  coal  is  at  an  end.  Not 
so,  however,  with  the  revenue  from  the  coal  that  is  carried 
to  the  manufacturers.  That  coal  is  consumed  on  the 
premises  in  the  creation  of  an  endless  variety  of  products, 
which  must  be  put  back  upon  the  transporting  lines, 
enhanced  in  bulk  and  weight  by  the  other  commodities 
which  enter  into  the  manufactured  product,  and  is  then 
distributed  to  the  various  markets  where  they  are  sold."  ^* 


X 156  Pa.  St.  220,  27  AU.  282,  22  L. 
R.  A.  263,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  43. 

See  also  Louisville  &  W.  R.  R.  ▼. 
^Fulgam,  91  Ala.  555,  8  So.  803. 

>4  In  Mifisouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  ▼. 
Trinity  C.  L.  Co.,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
553,  21  S.  W.  290,  the  court  left  the 
question  open,  whether  it  was  illegal 
discrimination  for  a  railroad  to  fix 


a  lower  freight  rate  for  narrow  gauge 
cars  for  use  of  railroads  engaged  in 
the  carrying  business  than  for  those 
intended  to  be  used  for  logging  pur- 


In  Fry  v.  Louisville  &  W.  Ry.,  103 
Ind.  265,  2  N.  E.  744,  a  lower  rate 
quoted  for  farm  purposes  passed 
scrutiny  without  objection. 
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§  702.  Repudiation  of  this  doctrine. 

However,  this  doctrine  i&  plainly  inconsistent  with  the 
modem  law  against  discrimination  which  in  its  develop- 
ment to-day  insistently  forbids  all  discrimination.  This  is 
well  brou^t  out  in  the  Railroad  Discrimination  Case''^ 
where  it  was  held  that  a  carrier  may  not  give  one  customer 
a  lower  rate  of  freight  than  another  merely  because  the 
former  ships  the  manufactured  product  over  the  carrier's 
line,  Chief  Justice  Clark  saying:  ''The  proposition  that  a 
common  carrier  has  a  right  to  charge  one  person  a  lower 
rate  of  freight  than  another  for  shipping  the  same  quantity 
the  same  distance,  imder  the  same  conditions,  provided 
the  shipper  give  the  company  a  consideration  (shipping 
the  manufactured  lumber  subsequently  over  its  line), 
which  its  managers  think  will  make  good  to  it  the  abate- 
ment of  rate  given  to  such  parties."  ''But  if  this  is  equality 
as  to  the  treasury  of  the  company,"  said  Chief  Justice 
Clark,  "it  is  none  the  less  a  discrimination  against  the 
plaintiff."  »• 

§  703.  Such  differences  now  held  illegal  discrimination. 

When  all  has  been  said  of  special  rates  for  manufacturers 
the  fact  of  personal  discrimination  remains;  and  it  is 
submitted  that  the  law  against  personal  discrimination  has 
developed  so  far  as  to  have  become  a  positive  rule  for  the 
benefit  of  all  shippers.'^  An  excellent  illustration  of  this 
within  a  few  years  was  the  disposition  made  of  this  prob- 
lem by  the  Canadian  Railway  Commission  when  this 
problem  first  came  before  them.**  "The  law  is  clear  that 
the  allowance  of  a  reduction  in  the  freight  rate  on  any 
article  of  merchandise  to  one  class  of  shippers  and  refusal 

*•  WlUm  Lumber  Co.  v.  AUantio  '^  See  Duncan  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  %., 

Coast  Line,  196  N.  C.  479,  48  S.  E.  6  I.  C.  C.  85. 

813.  "  Manufaeturers'  Coal  Rates  Case, 

*"  See  the  further  discusrion  of  this  3  Can.  Ry.  Caa.  438.    In  Manufao- 

case  in  an  eloquent  opinion  against  turers'  Construction  Material  Case, 

all  discrimination  in  Hilton  Lumber  3  Can.  Ry.  Cas.  427,  the  Commission 

Co.  V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  Co.,  141  foreshadowed  this  opinion. 
N.  C.  171,  53  S.  E.  828. 
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of  the  same  rate  to  another  is  unjust  discrimination,  and 
unjust  discrimination  is  prohibited  by  the  Railway  Act. 
Common  carriers  are  boimd  by  every  principle  of  justice 
and  law  to  accord  equal  rights  to  all  shippers  who  are 
entitled  to  like  treatment  both  in  the  receiving  of  supplies 
and  the  shipment  of  their  products,  and  a  carrier  who, 
under  any  pretext  whatsoever,  grants  to  one  shipper  an 
advantage  which  he  denies  to  another  violates  the  spirit 
and  thwarts  the  purpose  of  the  law.  This  is  a  statement 
of  a  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  Interstate  CSommerce 
Commission  in  a  question  very  similar  to  the  present  and 
will  be  foxmd  in  a  case  of  Castle  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  Ry.  Co.,** 
and  to  this  judgment  and  opinion  this  Board  subscribes.''  ^ 


§  704.  Classification  based  upon  use. 

A  carrier  has  no  right  to  attempt  to  dictate  as  to  the 
uses  to  which  commodities  transported  by  it  shall  be  put, 
as  its  duty  is  to  transport  all  goods  offered  at  its  tariff 
rates,  and  on  equal  conditions  for  all.  Therefore,  tariffs 
naming  different  rates  on  nitrate  of  soda  when  destined 
for  the  manufacture  of  fertilizer  and  that  for  the  making 
of  powder  were  held  imlawful.*^  The  Commission  has 
been  set  against  the  maintenance  of  different  rates  upon 
the  same  commodity  dependent  upon  the  use  to  which  the 
article  is  put.^^  Latterly  a  difference  in  the  rate  according 
to  the  use  to  which  a  commodity  is  put  has  received 
general  condemnation  in  various  opinions  of  the  Com- 
mission.^'   In  a  recent  proceeding  it  appeared  that  the 


»  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  333. 

« In  Capital  City  Gas  Co.  ▼.  Cen- 
tral Vt.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  103, 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion held  that  it  constituted  Ulegal 
discrimination  to  make  a  rate  of  00 
cents  per  ton  foi»  bituminous  coal  for 
nulroad  supply  while  chai^g  $1.85 
per  ton  to  complainant  and  other 
consignees. 

«>Fort  Smith  IVaffic  Bureau  v. 


St.  L.  A  S.  R.  R.,  13  I.  C.  C. 
651. 

^*  Hardie  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  O.  R.  R.  A 
N.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  545;  see  also 
Memphis  Freight  Bureau  v.  St.  L. 
&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  602. 

^*  Paper  rates  from  Manitowoc 
and  Milwaukee  to  Kaukauna,  Wis., 
28 1.  C.  C.  305;  see  also  Metropolitan 
Brick  Co.  v.  A.  A.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
197. 
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carrier  had  dual  rates:  first,  an  open  rate  on  coke,  and 
second  a  lower  rate  when  the  coke  was  for  use  in  blast 
furnaces,  but  this  was  held  improper,  although  it  was 
publicly  scheduled  and  open  to  all  who  qualified  them- 
selves for  the  lower  rate.**  It  will  be  remembered  that 
this  principle  against  basing  rating  upon  the  use  to  which 
the  article  is  put  has  already  been  discussed  in  the  pre- 
vious Chapter  on  Classification  of  Freights. 

§  706.  Personality  of  shipper. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  to  be  fimdamental  that  a  rate 
cannot  be  confined  in  its  terms  or  application  to  an  in- 
dividual or  a  class.*^  It  is  now  well  established  that  it  is 
no  defense  to  a  charge  of  undue  discrimination  between 
manufacturers  to  urge  that  they  are  not  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  of  the  same  or  similar  articles,  and  do  not 
compete  in  the  same  markets.**  The  practice  of  naming 
specific  consignors  and  consignees  as  entitled  to  special 
service  has  often  been  condemned.*^  Undue  preference 
results  from  a  demand  for  higher  charges  for  new  than 
demanded  from  old  subscribers  for  same  telephone  service 
and  facilities.*^  Rates  on  coal  applicable  only  to  ship- 
ments of  certain  consignors  or  consignees  have  been  un- 
hesitatingly condemned.*'  Even  a  railroad  stands  like 
every  other  shipper;  and  it  is  unlawful  to  apply  one  rule 
when  a  shipment  is  for  a  carrier,  and  a  different  rule  when 
it  is  for  a  private  individual,"  The  Supreme  Court  has 
finally  settled  this  question  by  holding  that  a  difference  in 
rates  to  railroad  consignees  for  fuel  coal  amounts  to  un- 

*^  St.  Louis  Blast  Furnace  Co.  v.  *  Union  Tanning  Ck>.  v.  S.  Ry.,  25 

V.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  183.  I.  C.  C.  112. 

Improper  to  base  rate  upon  use  to  ^  Pierce  Co.  ▼.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R. 

which    commodity    may    be    put.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  597. 

Anaconda   Copper   Mining   Co.    v.  ^Shoemaker  v.  C.  &  P.  Tel.  Co., 

C.  &  E.  R.  R.,   19  I.  C.  C.  R.  201.  C.  C.  614. 

592.  « In  re  Restricted  Rates.  20  I.  C. 

**  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.  C.  741. 

V.  A.  C.   L.    R.   R.,   22   I.  C.  C.  "  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  t. 

394.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  81. 
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just  discrimination  under  these  sections  of  the  Act.*^^ 
And  the  Commission  has  recently  ruled  that  discrimination 
caxmot  be  avoided  if  a  competing  electric  line  is  not  given 
same  coal  rates  as  are  accorded  steam  railroad.  ^^ 


§  706.  Restricting  rates  to  certain  purposes. 

It  has  been  seen  that  it  is  now  considered  fundamental 
that  a  classification  should  not  rest  upon  the  use  to  which 
article  is  to  be  devoted.^'  It  is,  therefore,  unlawful  to  main- 
tain different  rates  of  freight  dependent  upon  use  of  the 
goods/^  The  principle  is  repeated  in  many  opinions  that 
a  rate  cannot  be  based  upon  the  use  to  which  the  com- 
modity is  to  be  devoted.*^  Upon  complaint  of  undue  prej- 
udice, in  that  competitors  were  granted  a  lower  rate  on  coke 
intended  for  blast-furnace  use,  damages  were  awarded  by 
the  Commission  for  an  unreasonable  rate.^  It  is  difficult 
to  determine  that  one  theory  is  reasonable  and  ri^t  for 
one  manufacturer  or  shipper,  and  another  theory  is  reason- 
able and  right  for  another  manufacturer  or  shipper  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions.^^  The 
Commission  has,  therefore,  condemned  the  maintenance  of 
dual  rates  on  a  conmiodity,  dependent  upon  the  use  to 
which  the  article  is  put.^  And  an  advance  due  to  dis- 
continuance of  dual  rates  based  upon  use  is,  therefore, 
justified.  *• 

§  707.  When  commodities  are  of  different  character. 

Of  course  different  rates  may  be  given  when  the  com- 
modities are  not  quite  of  the  same  character.     This  is 


'^Interstate  Commeroe  Commi»- 
sioQ  v.  BalUmore  &  O.  R.  R.,  225 
U.  S.  326,  56  L.  ed.  1107,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  742. 

*>  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  I.  C. 
C.426. 

^  Jones  Bros.  Co.  v.  M.  &  W. 
R.  R.  R.,  21 1.  C.  C.  577. 

»« Carter  White  Lead  Co.  v.  N.  A 
W.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  41. 


**  VirginiarCaiolina  Chemical  Co. 
v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  22 1.  C.  C.  394. 

■•  Stowe-Fuller  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.,  12  I.  C.  C.  215. 

•^  Dou^  &  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I.  & 
P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  232. 

**  Arkansas  Fertiliser  Co.  v.  St. 
L.,  I.  M.  A  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  645. 

"Wisconsin  Steel  Co.  v.  P.  & 
L.  E.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  152. 

[615] 


§  708  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

probably  the  explanation  of  a  series  of  cases  in  Kentucky 
justifying  a  difference  in  rate  between  steam  coal  to  man- 
ufacturers and  domestic  coal  for  dealers.  Thus  in  Common- 
wealth V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  Company**  iSke 
facts  shown  at  the  trial  were  that  the  electric  light  com- 
pany was  engaged  in  the  business  of  manufacturing  and 
selling  electricity;  that  the  coal  transported  to  it  was  a 
very  low  grade  of  coal,  commonly  known  as  "slack," 
and  was  used  by  the  company  for  steam  purposes;  that 
Wade  was  a  coal  dealer  in  Frai^lin,  and  that  the  particular 
carload  of  coal  on  which  this  proceeding  was  based  was 
the  hi^est  grade  of  coal,  known  as  "lump;"'*  Upon 
a  review  of  the  authorities  cited  in  the  note'^  the  court 
held  that  "it  was  allowable  and  proper  for  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  classify  freight  according  to  its  quality  or  char- 
acter and  marketable  value;  and  discrimination  in  charges 
for  carrying  different  classes  or  kinds  is  not  only  imiver- 
sally  recognized,  but  plainly  authorized  by  section  215. 
And  that  this  settled  the  question  since  it  was  admitted 
in  the  pleadings  and  shown  by  proof  that  the  respective 
carloads  of  coal  upon  which  this  action  was  foimded  were 
wholly  different  both  as  to  quality  and  marketable  value." 
The  Commission  has  frequently  had  occasion  to  apply 
these  principles,  holding  for  instance  in  one  important 
case  not  long  ago  that  smithing  coal,  being  of  greater 
value  than  the  ordinary  bituminous  coal,  might  properly 
under  the  Act  be  charged  a  higher  rate  per  ton  for  the 
transportation.*' 

§  708.  Rates  to  certain  classes  of  shippers. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  will  be  plain  that  it  will 
usually  constitute  personal  discrimination  to  give  special 

"  112  Ky.  783,  68  S.  W.  1103.  &  N.  R.  R.  v.  Com.,  108  Ky.  628,  67 

*^  Much  the  same  facts  appeared  in  8.  W.  508;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R. 

Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  C.  R.  R.  v.  v.  Com.,  108  Ky.  628,  67  S.  W. 

Crown  Coal  Co.,  43  111.  App.  228.  611. 

"  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  v.  Com.,  ••  Sligo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  Union  P. 

105  Ky.  179,  48  S.  W.  416;  LouisviUe  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  627. 
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rates  to  certain  classes  of  persons  upon  designated  sorts  of 
goods.  This  complication  appeared  in  one  case  before 
the  Commission,*^  wh^e  it  was  shown  that  imder  the 
Western  Classification  and  tariff  there  were  two  west- 
bound carload  rates  from  Mississippi  river  points  to 
Pacific  coast  terminals  on  goods  termed  ''Emigrants' 
Movables"  (including  ''household  goods ")>  oi^e  a  gen^^l 
class  rate  and  the  other  designated  a  "commodity"  rate 
and  less  than  the  general  rate;  the  latter  rate  was  published 
as  being  open  to  "intending  settlers  only."  But  the 
Commission  isaid:  "Unless  within  the  authorized  excep- 
tions to  the  general  rule  of  the  statute,  discriminations  in 
charges  upon  like  shipments  of  the  same  commodities 
based  solely  upon  the  purpose  or  'business  motive'  of  the 
shipper,  are  tmlawful  whether  effected  directly  or  indirectly 
by  methocb  of  classification."  In  a  recent  case  in  the 
Supreme  Court  it  has  held  that  differences  with  respect 
to  competition  between  coal  intended  for  railway  con- 
sumption and  other  coal,  and  with  respect  to  the  manner 
of  delivery,  depending  upon  a  difference  in  the  facilities 
possessed  by  the  railroads  and  oth^  consignees,  do  not 
make  the  interstate  traffic  th«:iein  disaimilar  in  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  so 
as  to  justify  the  giving  of  a  lower  rate  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  railway  fuel  coal  than  is  given  to  ^pper  of  other 
coal  between  tiie  same  points.*^ 

§  709.  Special  classes  of  passengers. 

Granting  lower  rates  with  the  customary  accommoda- 
tions to  persons  representing  that  they  were  traveling  for 
the  purpose  of  buying  land  or  settling  near  the  railroad 

M  Dimean  ▼.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  aion  v.  B.  A  O.,  225  U.  S.  326,  56 

6  I.  C.  C.  R^.  85.  L.  ed.  1107,  32  Sup.  Gt.  742. 

Denial  of  free  transportatioii  to  a  Carriers  make  low  rates  on  em- 
caretaker  of  chickens,  not  found  un-  igrant  movables  to  induce  settlement 
reasonable  or  unduly  discriminatory,  along  their  lines.  R.  R.  Com'rs  of 
Ream  ▼.  S.  P.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  107.  Montana  v.  N.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  26  I.  C. 

*^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-  C.  482. 
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line  has  been  held  unlawful  discrimination;^  but  special 
rates  to  emigrants,  riding  exclusively  upon  ''emigrant 
trains"  with  poor  accommodations  have  been  permitted.^ 
This  distinction  is  well  grounded  upon  the  difference  in  the 
cost  of  service  to  the  two  classes.  Classifications  based 
upon  the  form  of  contract  under  which  passengers  are 
carried  have  been  sustained,  as  in  the  case  of  allowing 
to  a  person  riding  njKm  a  commutation  ticket  a  lower 
rate  than  that  allowed  to  one  riding  upon  a  mileage  ticket  ; 
but  it  is  not  justifiable  to  sell  such  tickets  to  commercial 
travelers  at  a  lower  rate.^  It  has  been  held  in  England 
that  a  railroad  may  give  an  especially  low  rate  for  passen- 
ger service  to  shippers  of  freight  in  large  quantities.^* 
But  in  the  United  States  this  would  undoubtedly  be 
consid^ed  illegal  discrimination,  and  quite  within  the 
principle  as  the  giving  of  reduced  rates  to  large  shippers, 
which  has  been  above  considered  illegal.^  ''In  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers  carriers  are  performing  a  public 
duty  xmder  franchises  granted  by  the  State,  and  are 
subject  to  the  rules  of  law  which  require  absolute  im- 
partiality to  all,  when  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are 
substantially  similar.  The  fact  that  their  own  interests 
may  be  promoted  to  some  extent  by  swerving  from  this 
rule  cannot  be  regarded  as  sufficient  to  warrant  a  depart- 
ure from  the  obvious  language  of  the  Statute."  ^^ 

M  Smith  v.  Northern  P.  R.  R.,  1  **  Inverness  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Int.  Com.  Rep.  611.  v.  Highland  Ry.,  11  R.  &  T.  Cas.  218. 

"^Savery  &  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  '^^  Colorado  FVee  Pass   Investiga- 

H.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  210.  tion,  26  I.  C.  C.  391. 

••  Associated  Wholesale  Grocers  v.  '» Smith  v.  No.  Pacific  R.  R.,  1 

Mo.  Pac.  Ry.,  1 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  393.  Int.  Com.  Rep.  611. 
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INSTANCBS  OF  JUSTIFIABLE  DIFFERBNCES 

§  710.  Pn>vi8ioD8  of  the  Act. 
711.  Modification  of  the  rule  forbidding  different  rates. 

Topic  A.  Reasonable  Differences 

§  712.  What  preference  is  undue  and  unreasonable. 

713.  Differences  in  transportation  cost. 

714.  Certain  economies  in  operation. 
716.  Like  circumstances  and  conditions. 

716.  What  circumstances  can  be  considered. 

717.  Differences  in  the  conditions  of  service. 

718.  Proportionate  differences  may  be  made. 

719.  Rates  should  not  be  disproportionate. 

Tojiic  B.  Shipment  in  more  Conoenient  UniU 

§  720.  Differences  in  the  character  of  the  service. 

721.  Shipment  in  carloads. 

722.  Advantages  of  carload  traffic. 

723.  Permission  to  mix  carloads. 

724.  Lower  lates  for  shipments  in  bulk. 

725.  Shipments  in  trainloads  problematical. 

726.  Contracts  for  regular  shipments. 

727.  Units  in  passenger  service. 

728.  The  basis  of  the  differential. 

729.  Comparison  of  bulk  and  package  rates. 

Topic  C.  FaciUHea  Furnished  by  Shippers 

§  730.  Terminal  facilities  furnished  by  shippers. 

731.  Undue  prejudice  in  granting  allowances. 

732.  Unjustifiable  differences  in  rates. 

733.  Concessions  to  shippers  in  bulk  considered. 

734.  Railroad  without  tank  cars. 

735.  Transportation  expenses  paid  by  shipper. 

736.  Rental  paid  on  shipper's  cars. 

737.  Allowance  for  cars  or  facilities  furnished. 

Topic  D.  Bestriaum  to  Scheduled  Allowance 

i  738.  Extent  of  statutory  restricUons. 
739.  Both  rates  must  be  open  to  alL 
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i  740.  Lighterage  allowance. 

741.  Elevation  charges. 

742.  Transit  priidleges. 

743.  Terminal  allowances. 

744.  Allowances  for  facilities  closely  scrutinised. 

745.  Allowances  for  facilities  still  permissible. 


§  710.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  provisions  of  the  Act  just  considered,  such  as 
sections  2  and  3,  forbidding  disproportionate  treatment 
where  the  circumstances  are  similar,  by  inference  permit 
proportionate  differences  where  the  conditions  are  differ- 
ent. It  should  be  noted,  moreover,  that  since  1906  only 
such  allowances  as  are  published  are  permitted,  section  6 
providing  that  the  requirements  as  to  scheduling  with 
the  Commission  shall  apply  to  all  traffic  and  transporta- 
tion, facilities  and  arrangements  in  relation  to  any  traffic 
affected  by  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  As  the  Act  now 
reads,  if  the  owner  of  property  transported  in  interstate 
commerce  directly  or  indirectly  renders  any  service  con- 
nected with  such  transportation,  or  furnishes  any  instru- 
mentality used  therein,  the  charge  and  allowance  therefor 
shall  be  no  more  than  is  just  and  reasonable,  and  the 
Commission  may,  after  hearing  on  a  complaint  or  on  its 
own  initiative,  determine  what  is  a  reasonable  charge  as 
the  maximum  to  be  paid  by  the  carrier  or  carriers  for  the 
services  so  rendered  or  for  the  use  of  the  instrumentality 
so  furnished,  and  fix  the  same  by  appropriate  order. 
What  differences  are  approved  in  passing  upon  rates  has 
already  been  discussed  in  Chapters  XI  and  XII. 

§  711.  Modification  of  the  rule  forbidding  different  rates. 
When  the  services  asked  of  the  carrier  are  essentially 
dissimilar  the  rule  against  discrimination  is  apparently 
much  modified.  It  is  rightly  held  that  different  rates  may 
be  made  when  the  cost  of  service  is  different ;  for  to  enforce 
equal  rates  imder  those  circumstances,  as  has  been  said, 
would  in  reality  be  discriminatory  under  ordinary  condi- 
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tions.^'  ''It  must  not  be  inferred  that  a  common  curier, 
in  adjusting  his  pricey  cannot  r^ard  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances of  the  particular  transportation.  Many  con- 
siderations may  properly  enter  into  the  agreement  for 
carriage  or  the  establishment  of  rates,  such  as  the  quantity 
carried,  its  nature,  risks,  the  expense  of  carriage  at  differ- 
ent periods  of  time,  and  the  like;  but  he  has  no  right  to 
give  an  exclusive  advantage  or  preference,  in  that  re- 
spect, to  some  ov^  others,  for  carriage,  in  the  course  of  his 
business.  For  a  like  service,  the  public  are  entitled  to  a 
like  price.  There  may  be  isolated  exceptions  to  this  rule, 
where  the  interest  of  the  immediate  parties  is  alone  in- 
volved, and  not  the  rest  of  the  public,  but  the  rule  must 
be  applied  whenever  the  service  of  the  carrier  is  sought  or 
agreed  for  in  the  range  of  business  or  trade."  ^' 

Topic  A .    Reasonabk  Differences 

§  712.  What  preference  is  undue  and  unreasonable. 

The  words  of  the  Act  necessarily  involve  the  idea  or 
element  of  comparison  of  one  service  or  traffic  with  an- 
other similarly  situated  and  circumstanced,  and  require 
that,  to  be  undue  and  unreasonable,  the  preference  or 
prejudice  must  relate  and  have  reference  to  competing 
parties,  producing  between  them  imfaimess  and  an  unjust 
inequality  in  the  rates  charged  them,  respectively,  for 
contemporaneous  service  under  substantially  the  same 
circumstances  and  conditions.^^  In  determining  the  ques- 
tion whether  rates  give  an  undue  preference  or  impose  an 
undue  prejudice  or  disadvantage,  consideration  must  be 
had  to  the  relation  which  the  persons  or  traffic  affected 
bear  to  each  other  and  to  the  carrier.    When  and  so  long 

7*  The  quotation  m  from  Measenger  U.  S.  263,  36  L.  ed.  699,  12  Sup.  Ct. 

V.  Pennsylvaiiia  R.  R.,  7  Vroom  (36  844. 

N.  J.  L.),  407,  13  Am.  Rep.  467,  8  ^*  This    is    virtually   a  quotation 

Vroom  (37  N.  J.  L.),  631, 18  Am.  Rep.  from  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 

754.  sion  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  43 

^*  See  Interstate  Commerce  Com-  '  Fed.  37. 
mission  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  145 
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as  their  relations  are  similar  or  substantially'*  so,  the 
carrier  is  prohibited  from  dealing  differently  with  them  in 
the  matter  of  charges  for  a  like  and  cont^nporaneous 
service.^*  Undue  preference  involves  comparison  between 
the  treatment  given  to  shippers,  and  upon  comparison  a 
finding  that  one  is  unfairly  treated.  In  short,  any  unrea- 
sonable inequality  of  treatment  of  passengers  or  shippers 
is  a  violation  of  the  law  J*  So  it  is  an  unjust  discrimina- 
tion to  remove  a  colored  passenger  holding  a  first  class 
ticket  from  a  first  class  car,  to  a  second  class  car,  less 
clean  and  comfortable;  but  separation  of  white  and  colored 
passengers  paying  the  same  fare  is  not  unlawful,  if  cars 
and  acconmiodations  equal  in  all  respects  are  furnished  to 
both  and  the  same  care  and  protection  of  passengers 
observed.'^  So  where  a  carrier  refused  to  permit  a  side- 
track connection  with  its  road  to  one  coal  mine,  while 
permitting  it  to  another  under  similar  circumstances,  it 
was  held  to  be  a  violation  of  the  Act.  There  must  be  such 
similarity  of  situation  and  feasibility  of  connection  as  will 
permit  practical  adherence  to  reasonable  operating  condi- 
tions by  the  carrier;  but  where  physical  conditions  per- 
taining to  the  proposed  connection  are  at  least  as  favorable 
to  the  carrier  as  those  pertaining  to  the  oth^  connections 
the  applicant  is  entitled  to  his  connection.^^ 

§  713.  Di£Ferences  in  transportation  cost 

There  is  no  illegal  discrimination  imless  the  services 
compared  are  substantially  the  same.  Thus  a  reason- 
able classification  of  commodities  or  passengers  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  of  the  goods  or  the  accommodations 

'*  See  Interstate  Commerce  Com-  ^  Heard  v.  Georgia  R.  R.,  1  Int. 

mission  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  Ry.,  141  Com.  Rep.  719,  1 1.  C.  C.  428;  Coun- 

Fed.  1003.  cill  v.  Western  &  A.  R.  R.,  1  Int. 

»  Daniels   v.   Chicago,    R.    I.   &  Com.  Rep.  638, 1  I.  C.  C.  339;  Heard 

P.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  468;  Page  v.  v.  Georgia  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 

Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  508,  3  I.  C.  C.  111. 

Rep.   548;   Castle  v.   Baltimore  A  "  Red  Rock  Fuel  Co.  v.  Baltimore 

O.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  333.  &  O.  R.  R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  438. 
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fumiphed  does  not  resiilt  in  discrimination.^  ''And  for  a 
like  reason  an  inferior  class  of  freight  may  be  carried  at 
a  less  rate  than  first-class  merchandise  of  greater  value 
and  requiring  more  labor,  care,  and  responsibility  in  the 
handling.  It  has  been  held  that  20  separate  parcels  done 
up  in  one  package,  and  consigned  to  the  same  person 
may  be  carried  at  a  less  rate  per  parcel  than  20  parcels 
of  the  same  character  consigned  to  as  many  different 
persons  at  the  same  destination,  because  it  is  supposed 
that  it  costs  less  to  receive  and  deliver  one  package  con- 
taining 20  parcels  to  one  man,  than  it  does  to  receive 
and  deliver  20  different  parcels  to  as  many  different  con- 
signees. Such  are  some  of  the  numerous  illustrations  of 
the  rule  that  might  be  given."  " 

§  714.  Certain  economies  in  operation. 

It  has  seemed  an  unjust  discrimination,  contrary  to  the 
spirit  of  the  Act,  to  make  allowances  for  services  rendered 
by  the  locomotives  of  the  competitors  in  hauling  cars  over 
private  tracks.^^  Likewise  a  lower  rate  to  large  shipper, 
providing  elaborate  facilities  for  prompt  unloading,  than  ac- 
corded a  small  competitor,  unable  to  provide  such  facilities, 
would  constitute  unjust  discrimination.^^  There  is  no  illegal 
discrimination  unless  the  services  compared  are  substan- 
tially the  same.  Thus  a  reasonable  classification  of  com- 
modities or  passengers  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
goods  or  the  accommodations  furnished  does  not  result  in 
discrimination.^'  Nor  from  a  transportation  view  point 
can  the  carriage  of  products,  of  entirely  different  kinds 


n  For  tlus  general  principle  see 
among  other  cases:  Brewer  v.  Central 
of  Ga.  Ry.  Co.,  84  Fed.  258;  Wagner 
V.  City  of  Rock  Island,  146  Dl.  130; 
Louisville  Sc  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Com.,  108 
Ky.  628, 57  S.  W.  508;  Paine  v.  Penn- 
sylvania Ry.,  7  Kulp,  187. 

**The  quotation  is  from  Hays  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,  12  Fed.  309. 

"  Tap  Line  Cases,  23  I.  C.  C.  277. 


•s  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  L  C.  C. 
R.  426. 

••Lavery  v.  New  York  C.  & 
H.  R.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  210, 
2  I.  C.  C.  338;  New  York  Board  of 
Trade  and  Transp.  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  417, 4 1.  C.  C. 
447;  Brownell  v.  Columbus  &  C.  M. 
R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  285,  5  I.  C. 
C.  638. 
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be  compared."^  Charges  for  terminal  or  other  mcideiital 
servioes  of  entirely  different  kinds  can  not  be  compared, 
sudi  as  storage  charges  at  warehouses  and  in  stationSi*' 
delivery  of  goods  on  spur  tracks  and  by  drays,^  and  car- 
riage throuj^  cities  where  bus  transfer  is  and  is  not  fur- 
nished.^ But  a  difference  in  charge  for  carrying  oil  in 
tank  cars  and  in  barrels,  where  carriage  in  tank  cars  is 
not  open  to  shippers  impartially  is  questionable.® 


§  716.  Like  circumstances  and  conditions. 

The  courts  have  frequently  had  occasion  to  define  the 
phrase  '^like  circumstances  and  conditions."  Und^  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  Act  forbidding  a  discrimination  in  rates 
between  shippers  for  a  haul  under  like  circumstances  and 
conditions,  it  has  been  held  that  the  circiunstances  and 
conditions  meant  are  those  which  arise  within  the  field  of 
haulage,  and  not  those  which  exist  outside.®  In  r^jard  to 
State  statute  of  like  tenor,  it  has  been  said  that,  so  far  as 
it  forbids  unjust  discriminations,  such  language  is  merely 
declaratory  of  the  common  law;  and  different  rates  may 
be  made  where  the  circiunstances  are  different.®  And  in 
another  State  a  statute  penalizing  discriminations  in 
freight  rates  was  construed  to  be  applicable  only  to 
charges  made  against  shippers  for  an  equal  quantity  of 
same  kind  of  freight  going  in  same  direction.**  In  still 
another  jurisdiction  language  sinular  to  that  in  the  Act  was 
said  to  be  merely  declaratory  of  the  common  law  not 


**Rioe  V.  Cinciimati,  W.  A  B. 
R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  S41,  5  I.  C. 
C.  193;  Pennoylvaala  Millera'  State 
Aas'n  V.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  R.,  8 
I.  C.  C.  R^.  531. 

**  Blackmail  v.  Southern  Ry.,  10 
I.  C.  C.  R^.  352. 

"Hesd  MilUng  Co.  v.  St.  Louis, 
A.  &  T.  H.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
701,  5  I.  C.  C.  67. 

"Bdirend  ▼•  Washington  S.  Ry., 
9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  637. 
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*  Independent  Refiners'  Aas'n  v. 
Western  N.  Y.  A  P.  R.  R.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  162,  5 1.  C.  C.  415. 

•Pom.  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Intenationai 
Goal  Minmg  Co.,  173  Fed.  1. 

••Western  U.  T.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub. 
Co.,  44  Nd>.  326,  62  N.  W.  506,  48 
Am.  St.  R.  729. 

"  Hines  &  Battle  v.  WihninstoD  k 
C.  Ry.,  95  N.  C.  434. 
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prohibiting  all  discrimination  but  only  such  as  are  un- 
reasonably uneqiial.*'  It  would  seem  to  be  clear,  therefore, 
on  authority  that  in  order  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  Act  on 
the  ground  of  discrimination,  the  services  of  the  carrier 
with  respect  to  which  discrimination  is  allied  must  be 
performed  at  practically  the  same  time  and  place.  If  the 
two  services  are  performed  at  substantially  different  times 
they  cannot  be  compared.  Thus  a  carrier  is  not  compelled 
to  give  special  excursion  rates  to  one  political  convention 
because  it  has  given  them  to  a  similar  convention  of 
another  political  party  on  another  date.**  The  same 
thing  is  true  if  the  services  compared  are  performed  in 
different  parts  of  the  country;  *^  or  in  different  directions.*^ 


§  716.  What  circumstances  can  be  considered. 

A  discrimination  against  a  shipper  is  not  justified  be- 
cause he  has  refused  in  the  past  to  pay  excessive  charges.** 
Or  because  the  goods  are  eventually  destined  to  a  point 
beyond  the  original  destination,*'  or  because  they  came 
from  a  certain  place.**  So  the  magnitude  of  a  shipper's 
enterprise,  the  number  of  persons  for  whom  it  produces 
employment  and  support,  the  developing  results  of  its 
business  upon  the  natural  resources  of  the  State,  the  im- 
practicability of  moving  its  plant  to  other  localities,  and 
the  fact  that  it  produces  material  largely  used  on  rail- 
roads for  construction  or  repair,  do  not  entitle  it  to  differ- 
ent consideration  in  respect  to  rates  than  individuals  and 
small  concerns  should  receive.**    Nor  will  the  private  in- 


•>  State  V.  Central  Vt.  Ry.,  81  Vt. 
463,  71  Atl.  494. 

•*  Cator  v.  Southern  P.  Co.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  307,  6  I.  C.  C.  113. 

**  AUtn  ▼.  Oregon  Ry.  Sl  Nsv.  Co., 
98  Fed.  16;  Central  Ydlow  Pine 
AflBoc.  V.  niinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  10  I. 
C.  C.  R^.  605;  Parks  v.  Cincinnati 
A  M.  V.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  47. 

^  McLoon  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  R., 
9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  642;  Hewins  v.  New 

40 


Yoric,  N.  H.  A  H.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  221. 

"  Phelps  V.  Texas  A  P.  Ry.,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  363,  6  I.  C.  C.  36. 

"Northwestern  L  G.  Sl  8.  S. 
Ass'n  V.  Chicago  Sl  N.  W.  Ry.,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  431,  2 1.  C.  C.  604. 

^  Hope  Cotton  0^1  Co.  v.  Texas  A 
P.  Ry.,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  696. 

"Colorado  Fuel  A  I.  Co.  v. 
Southern  P.  Co.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  488. 
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terest  of  the  carrier  justify  discriiniiiation;  thus  the  high 
relative  classification  of  raihxMtd  ties,  under  the  desire  to 
keep  them  upon  its  own  line  and  keep  the  price  low  for 
its  own  use,  is  unreasonable  discrimination.'  So  an  as- 
surance by  a  carrier,  that  if  one  will  locate  in  business  on 
its  line  his  property  shall  be  taken  for  transportation  as 
belonging  to  a  specified  class,  cannot  bind  the  carrier  so  as 
to  compel  a  classification  accordingly;  a  right  to  special 
rates  cannot  be  made  out  in  this  way.^  A  higher  charge 
when  coal  is  loaded  from  wagon  instead  of  from  tipple, 
when  the  di£ference  is  not  justified  by  any  di£ference  in 
cost  to  the  carrier,  is  unlawful.^  On  the  other  hand,  cir- 
cumstances, such  as  the  accounting  system  of  the  United 
States,  which  really  cause  trouble  or  expense  to  the  carrier 
may  be  considered.^  Other  di£ferences  will  render  the 
services  unlike;  so  where  a  passenger  fails  to  buy  a  ticket, 
compelling  him  to  pay  excess  fare  is  not  an  unlawful  dis- 
crimination against  him.' 

§  717.  DifFerences  in  the  conditions  of  service. 

Although  there  will  be  found  to  be  some  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  the  matters  discussed  in  the  sections  im- 
mediately preceding,  where  the  services  performed  are 
substantially  identical,  there  is  no  difference  of  opinion  as 
to  the  propriety  of  differences  in  rates  where  the  services 
performed  are  essentially  dissimilar.*  ^^We  believe  the 
true  rule  to  be  that  rates  must  not  only  be  reasonable  in 
themselves,  but  must  be  relatively  reasonable;  that  is, 
that  a  person  or  corporation  engaged  in  public  business, 


1  Reynolds  ▼.  Western  N.  Y.  & 
P.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  R^.  685,  1 

s  Hurlburt  ▼.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  8. 
R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  SI,  2 1.  C.  C. 
122. 

'Glade  Coal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  & 

0.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  226; 
Thompson  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  10 

1.  C.  C.  Rep.  640. 
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« United  States  v.  Chicago  A 
N.  W.  Ry.,  127  Fed.  786,  62  C.  C.  A. 
465. 

*  Sidman  ▼.  Richmond  A  D.  R.  R., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  766,  3  I.  C.  C. 
512. 

'The  quotation  which  follows  is 
from  Irvine,  C,  in  Western  U.  T. 
Co.  V.  CaU  Pub.  Co.,  44  Neb.  326,  62 
N.  W.  506. 
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and  obligated  to  render  its  services  to  all  persons  having 
occasion  to  avail  themselves  thereof,  is  bound  in  fixing 
its  rates  to  observe  two  rules:  First,  its  rates  must  be 
reasonable;  and,  second,  it  must  not,  without  a  just  and 
reasonable  ground  for  discrimination,  render  to  one  patron 
services  at  a  less  rate  than  it  renders  to  another,  where 
such  discrimination  operates  to  the  disadvantage  of  that 
otherJ  But  it  is  not  unjust  discrimination — it  is  not 
contrary  to  the  common  law,  and  it  is  not  contrary  to  our 
statute — to  make  a  di£ference  in  rates  where  the  expense 
or  difficulty  of  performing  the  services  renders  such  dis- 
crimination fair  and  reasonable."  ^ 

§  718.  Proportionate  differences  may  be  made. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  differences  may 
be  made  proportionate  to  the  cost  of  service  without  the 
making  of  any  illegal  discrimination;  indeed,  in  such  cases 
it  would  be  unreasonable  not  to  make  such  differences 
upon  that  basis.  In  the  leading  case  upon  this  point  *  the 
general  principle  is  thus  stated:  ''In  determining  the  duty 
of  a  common  carrier,  we  must  be  reasonable  and  just. 
The  carrier  should  be  permitted  to  charge  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  goods  transported.  He  should  not,  how- 
ever, be  permitted  to  unreasonably  or  unjustly  discriminate 
against  other  individuals,  to  the  injury  of  their  business, 
where  the  conditions  are  equal.  So  far  as  is  reasonable, 
all  should  be  treated  alike;  but  we  are  aware  that  absolute 
equality  cannot  in  all  cases  be  required,  for  circumstances 
and  conditions  may  make  it  impossible  or  unjust  to  the 
carrier.    The  carrier  may  be  able  to  carry  freight  over  a 

7  (Sting  fiftys  y.  Pttiofli^vaaia  Co.,  Ct.  844;  Root  v^  Railroad  Co.,  114 

12  Fed.  diM;  Menengeii  y.  JUiboad  N.  Y.  300,  21  N.  £.  403,  4  L.  R.  A. 

Co.,  36  N.  J.  Law,  407,  13  Am.  Rep.  33;  Savits  v.  Railway  Co.,  49  HI. 

457;  McDuffee  v.  Railroad  Co.,  52  App.  315. 

N.  H.  430,  13  Am.  Rep.  72.  •  Root  v.  Long  I.  R.  R.,  114  N.  Y. 

*  Citing  Interstate  Commerce  Com-  300,  21  N.  E.  403,  4  L.  R.  A.  33, 

mission  v.  Baltimore  A  O.  R.  Co.,  B.  &  W.  377. 
145  U.  S.  263,  36  L.  ed.  609,  12  Sup. 
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long  distance  at  a  less  sum  than  he  could  for  a  short  dis- 
tance. He  may  be  able  to  cany  a  large  quantity  at  a  less 
rate  than  he  could  a  smaller  quantity.  The  facilities  for 
loading  and  imloading  may  be  different  in  different  places, 
and  the  ^cpenses  may  be  greater  in  some  places  than  in 
others.  Numerous  circumstances  may  intervene  which 
bear  upon  the  cost  and  expenses  of  transportation,  and  it 
is  but  just  to  the  carrier  that  he  be  permitted  to  take  these 
circumstances  into  consideration  in  determining  the  rate 
or  amount  of  his  compensation."  ^^ 


§  719.  Rates  should  not  be  disproportionate. 

It  has  already  been  explained  at  much  length  ^^  that  the 
railway  company  may  classify  freights  and  passengers  and 
charge  different  rates  for  the  different  classes,  if  there  are 
reasonable  grounds  for  such  discrimination  in  the  differ- 
ence of  the  cost  of  service,  risk  of  carriage  or  in  the  ac- 
commodations furnished,  or  the  like ;  but  the  rates  must  be 
the  same  for  all  persons  and  goods  of  the  same  class  or 
else  there  will  be  personal  discrimination,  plainly  enou^.^^ 
But  it  will  also  constitute  personal  discrimination  if  differ- 
ent classification  is  given  to  like  goods  without  justifica- 
tion. As  a  general  rule  a  railway  company  is  justified  in 
carrying  goods  for  one  person  at  a  less  rate  than  that  at 
which  it  carries  goods  for  another,  only  where  there  are 
circumstances  which  make  the  cost  of  carrying  the  former 
less  than  the  cost  of  canning  the  latter.  And,  moreover, 
to  be  exact  the  difference  in  the  rates  between  the  different 


>^It  IB  universally  admitted  that 
real  difiFerences  in  the  cost  of  serving 
justify  differences  in  rates;  leading 
oaaeB  to  thi^  effect  are:  Interatate 
-Com.  Com.  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  145 
U.  S.  263,  36  L.  ed.  699;  Western 
U.  T.  Co.  V.  Call  Pub.  Co.,  181  U.  S. 
92,  45  L.  ed.  765,  21  Sup.  Ct.  561; 
318^  Tons  of  Coal,  14  Blatch.  453, 
Fed.  Cas.  14,010,  Hays  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.,  12  Fed.  309;  Burlington, 

[e2S] 


C.  R.  &  N.  Ry.  V.  N.  W.  Fuel  Co.,  31 
Fed.  652. 

"  See  Cmcinnati,  H.  A  D.  R.  R. 
V.  Interstate  Commeroe  Commisnon, 
206^.  6.  142,^1  L.  ed.  995,  27  Sap. 
Ct.648. 

"See  Interstate  Commeroe  Com- 
mission V.  Chicago  Gt.  Western  Ry., 
209  U.  8.  106,  52  L.  ed.  706,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  815. 
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classifications  of  like  articles  must  be  proportionate  to  this 
difference  in  cost  to  the  carrier  of  performing  the  service. 

Topic  B,    Shipment  in  more  Convenient  Units 

§  720.  DifFerences  in  the  character  of  the  service. 

That  there  are  differences  in  the  cost  of  service  by  reason 
of  ways  in  which  traffic  is  handled  must  be  recognized; 
and  in  so  far  as  these  economies  in  conducting  the  trans- 
portation are  real  a  proportionate  reduction  may  be  made 
to  the  shipper  in  question.  The  various  phases  of  this 
problem  are  well  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Baxter, 
elsewhere  discussed  more  fully. ^'  ''For  the  same  reason 
passengers  may  be  divided  into  different  classes,  and  the 
price  regulated  in  accordance  with  the  accommodations 
furnished  to  each,  because  it  costs  less  to  carry  an  emi- 
grant, with  the  accommodations  furnished  to  that  class, 
than  it  does  to  carry  an  occupant  of  a  palace  car.  And  for 
a  like  reason  an  inferior  class  of  freight  may  be  carried  at  a 
less  rate  than  first-class  merchandise  of  greater  value  and 
requiring  more  labor,  care,  and  responsibility  in  the  han- 
dling.^' " 

§  721.  Shipment  in  carloads. 

The  most  obvious  application  of  this  rule  ia  the  relatively 
lower  rates  almost  universally  quoted  for  carload  lots  as 
compared  with  less  than  carload.  Substantial  reasons 
exist  for  making  the  rate  lower  per  barrel  in  carload  lots 
than  in  less  than  carload  quantities.  The  cost  of  service 
is  very  considerably  less  in  the  case  of  shipments  in  car- 


'*Hays  V.  PennsylTania  G>.,  12 
Fed.  309,  B.  A  W.  368. 

^*More  oonvement  units  are  reo- 
ogniaed  reaaons  for  making  lower 
ratea;  aee  the  language  in  Interstate 
Commerce  Commuaion  ▼.  Baltimore 
&  CHkio  R.  R.,  145  U.  8. 263, 36  L.  ed. 
609,  12  Sup.  Ct.  844;  Savita  v.  Ohio 
&  M.  Ry.,  IfiO  DL  206,  37  N.  E.  235, 


27  L.  R.  A.  626;  Cook  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  81  Iowa,  551, 
46  N.  W.  749,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  512, 
9  L.  R.  A.  764;  Root  v.  Long  Island 
R.  R.,  114  N.  Y.  300, 21 N.  E.  403, 11 
Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  4  L.  R.  A.  331, 
B.  A  W.  377;  Scofieki  v.  L.  S.  &  M.  S. 
R.  R.,  43  Ohio  St.  571,  3  N.  E.  907, 
54  Am.  Rep.  846. 
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load  lots  than  in  less  than  carload  quantities.  The  ship- 
ment by  the  carload  goes  direct  to  destination.  It  is 
loaded  by  the  shipper  and  is  unloaded  by  the  consignee. 
The  freight  in  it  does  not  stop  at  the  way  stations  to  be 
handled  in  parcels  to  different  consignees  along  the  line. 
Only  one  bill  of  lading  is  made.  It  requires  but  one  entry 
upon  the  waybill.  The  time  occupied  in  transporting  it  to 
destination  is  far  less  than  in  the  case  of  a  shipment  in 
less  than  carload  quantities.  There  is  but  one  collection 
of  charges  for  frei^t.^^  Where  the  shipment  is  made  in 
less  than  carload  quantities  a  separate  receipt  or  bill  of 
lading  has  to  be  given  to  every  shipper  for  his  parcel.  A 
separate  entry  of  every  item  has  to  be  made  on  the  way- 
bill. The  shipment  is  by  a  local  freight  train  which  stops 
at  every  station  for  which  there  is  a  package  of  freight. 
The  freight  has  to  be  taken  out  in  parcels  and  delivered 
at  each  of  these  stations.  The  freight  is  loaded  and  un- 
loaded by  the  railroad  company.  There  are  as  many  col- 
lections of  charges  for  freight  as  there  are  different  parcels. 
The  time  occupied  in  transporting  it  is  usually  from  two  to 
three  times  as  long  as  in  the  case  of  a  carload  shipment — 
according  to  distance.  It  occupies  a  whole  car,  and  for 
the  vacant  space  in  that  car  the  company  is  receiving  no 
compensation.  *^ 

§  722.  Advantages  of  carload  traffic. 
The  economies  of  handling  freight  in  carload  lots  can 


"  It  has  been  doubted  whether  at 
common  law  the  carrier  need  make 
carload  rates  unless  it  chooses.  Rail- 
road Commissioners  v.  Weld,  96 
Tex.  394,  73  S.  W.  529. 

If,  however,  carload  rates  are 
granted,  all  shippers  may  demand 
the  same  terms.  New  York  T.  &  M. 
R.  R.  V.  Gallagher,  79  Tex.  685,  15 
S.  W.  694. 

>*The  Commission  has  power  to 
pass  upon  the  relation  between  car- 
load and  less-than-carload  rates  in 

[630] 


determining  the  property  of  ratings 
established  by  the  carrier.  Cin- 
cinnati H.  A  D.  R.  R.  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  206  U.  S. 
142, 51  L.  ed.  995, 27  Sup.  Ct.  648. 

The  Commission  may  now,  since 
the  recent  amendments  to  the  Act, 
establish  carload  rates  when  it 
thinks  traffic  conditions  require  them 
and  fix  the  dififerential  between  such 
C.  L.  rates  and  L.  C.  L.  Atchison, 
T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  United  States,  232 
U.  S.  199,  34  Sup.  Ct  291. 
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hardly  be  overestimated.^^  It  has  been  held  not  unreason- 
able to  make  the  rate  per  100  pounds  upon  refined  oil  in 
less  than  carload  lots  100  per  cent  greater  than  the  rate 
upon  carload  lots.  This  situation  was  discussed  in  a 
broad  way  by  the  Commission  in  an  early  case.^*  "The 
greater  part  of  the  supplies  consumed  upon  the  Pacific 
Coast  originate  twenty-five  hundred  miles  from  the  point 
of  consumption,  and  these  supplies  should  be  transported 
that  twenty-five  hundred  miles  in  the  cheapest  manner. 
Waste  is  always  expensive;  if  the  railways  are  required  to 
carry  this  merchandise  in  an  extravagant  maimer  that 
extravagance  is  finally  borne  by  the  public.  We  have  seen 
that  the  actual  cost  of  handling  this  traffic  in  less  than 
carloads  is  50  per  cent  greater  than  the  cost  of  handling 
carloads.  It  seems  probable,  therefore,  that  the  cheapest 
way  in  which  these  supplies  can  be  taken  across  the  con- 
tinent and  distributed  to  the  consumer  is  by  transporting 
them  in  solid  carloads  from  the  factory  to  the  warehouse 
upon  the  Pacific  Coast,  and  thence  distributing  to  the 
retailer  in  less  than  carloads,  although  the  effect  of  this 
may  be  somewhat  diminished  by  the  back  haul  from  the 
wholesaler  to  the  interior  point  which  is  not  performed  to 
the  same  extent  where  goods  are  sent  across  the  continent 
in  less  than  carload  shipments  directly  to  the  store  of  the 
retailer.  It  would  in  our  opinion  be  unfortunate  from  an 
economic  standpoint  to  establish  a  condition  which  would 
require  distribution  entirely  or  mainly  in  less  than  car- 
load lots  from  the  middle  west." 

§  723.  Permission  to  mix  carloads. 

Upon  the  principles  just  discussed  it  would  seem  to  be 
permissible  for  the  carrier  to  allow  the  shipper  to  send  for- 
ward a  mixed  carload  of  various  products  since  the  cost 
of  handling  a  mixed  carload  from  one  consignor  to  one 
consignee  is  not  materially  different  from  the  cost  of 

'^Soofield  v.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  ^Business  Men's  L.  v.  Atchison, 
8.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  67.  T.  A  8.  F.  Ry.,  9 1.  C.  C.  318. 
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handling  a  carload  of  one  conunodity.  But  the  subject 
has  its  difficulties,  and  the  carrier  is  not  obliged  to  grant 
this  privilege.  In  pointing  this  out  the  Commission  said:  ^* 
"With  regard  to  the  question  of  allowing  the  same  rate 
on  mixed  carloads  which  is  given  to  carloads  of  a  single 
product,  it  may  be  remarked  that  it  is  almost  ineactric- 
ably  involved  in  the  question  of  the  rate.  A  rule  which 
might  work  well  when  the  load  was  composed  of  articles 
bearing  the  same  rate  would  be  very  difficult  to  formulate 
where  the  di£ferent  articles  took  di£fering  rates.  The  ques- 
tions, which  rates  should  govern,  whether  the  h^est  or 
lowest,  whether  the  proportion  of  different  articles  should 
influence  the  carload  rate,  whether  the  mixed  rate  should 
follow  the  highest  or  lowest  class  rate, — would  all  be  in- 
volved, and  it  would  probably  be  found  difficult  to  formu- 
late an  equitable  rule  which  should  fix  the  rate  upon  such 
a  load.''  20 

§  724.  Lower  rates  for  shipments  in  bulk. 

That  there  are  often  certain  advantages  to  the  carrier 
in  shipments  in  bulk  in  car  lots  over  shipments  in  pack- 
ages in  car  lots  cannot  be  denied.^^  It  is  upon  this  basis 
that  it  is  cheaper  to  handle  the  traffic  that  the  railroads 
have  felt  justified  in  giving  a  lower  rate  per  ton-mile  to 
those  who  ship  oil  in  bulk  in  tank  cars  in  comparison 
with  those  who  ship  oil  in  barrels  in  car  lots.  It  is  urged 
in  behalf  of  the  right  of  the  railroads  to  make  such  dif- 
ferences in  the  rates  that  the  different  circumstances  and 
conditions  about  these  two  modes  of  carrying  oil  fully 
justify  these  differences  in  the  rates,  viz.:  the  carrier 
furnishes  the  car  for  transporting  the  barrel  oil,  while  the 
shipper  usuaUy  suppUes  car  and  tank  for  carriage  of  tank 
oil,  and  that  at  a  less  chaige  for  mileage  than  actual  cost 

» Schumacher     Milling     Co.     v.  '^  See  Pennsylvania  Refining  Co. 

Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  v.  Western  N.  Y.  4  P.  R.  R.,  208 

Rep.  61.  U.  S.  206,  52  L.  ed.  456,  28  Sup.  Ct. 

"See  Roth  v.  T.  &   P.  Ry.,  9  268. 
I.  C.  C.  602. 
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of  mainteDance  of  the  car;  injury  to  the  cars  used  for 
barrel  oil  unfitting  them  for  general  use;  larger  return- 
empty  haul  on  box  cars  used  for  barrel  oil  than  on  tank 
cars;  greater  risk  of  such  goods  in  transit  and  in  depot, 
as  well  as  greater  danger  to  other  freights  in  same  train 
and  in  same  depot  in  the  case  of  barrel  oil  over  that  of 
tank  oil,  greater  cost  of  service  in  loading  and  unloading 
barrel  oil  to  and  from  the  cars  by  the  carrier,  when  tank 
oil  is  invariably  loaded  and  imloaded  by  the  shipper;  in- 
ability of  carrier  to  secure  insurance  on  cars  used  for  trans- 
porting barreled  oil,  while  shipper  of  tank  oil  furnishes  the 
car  and  assiunes  all  risks.  ^^  Such  differences  in  the  cost 
of  the  service  should,  it  would  seem,  justify  a  carrier  in 
making  reasonable  differences  in  its  rates. 

§  726.  Shipments  in  trainloads  problematicaL 

It  is  urged  with  considerable  force  that  a  railroad  is 
justified  under  the  rules  that  are  now  under  discussion  in 
giving  a  lower  rate  for  a  trainload  consigned  from  one 
shipping  point  to  one  point  of  delivery,  since  it  cannot 
be  denied  that  there  is  at  least  a  slight  difference  in  the 
cost  of  handling  the  traffic  in  trainloads.  But  such  con- 
cessions are  dangerous,  as  it  would  tend  to  concentrate 
the  business  of  the  country  into  very  few  hands  if  a  lower 
rate  could  be  given  to  the  great  operator  who  could  ship  in 
train  lots.  At  all  events  the  Interstate  Conmierce  Com- 
mission set  itself  against  such  special  rates  for  train  loads 
in  Paine  Bros.  &  C5o.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Raibroad.'^  "We 
perceive  no  sufficient  reason  for  different  rates  on  carload 
than  on  cargo  or  trainload  shipments,  whether  the  grain 
is  carried  for  export  or  for  domestic  use.  The  principle 
involved  in  such  a  distinction  violates  the  rule  of  equality 
and  tends  to  defeat  its  just  and  wholesome  purpose.  That 
purpose  is  not  fully  accomplished  if  one  scale  of  charges  is 

»See  Seofiekl  v.  Lake  S.  4b  M.  S.         »  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  218. 
Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  67,  2  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  90. 
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applied  to  cargo  shipments  and  a  higher  rate  is  imposed 
for  single  carloads,  even  though  all  cargo  shippers  pay 
the  same  and  all  carload  shippers  are  charged  alike/' ^^ 
However,  in  several  cases  the  bearing  upon  rates  of  train- 
load  movements  is  discussed.  ^^  In  establishing  ratings 
it  is  considered  whether  the  hauling  of  certain  goods  in 
trainloads  is  the  exception  or  the  rule.^  It  has  distinct 
weight  in  the  rating  of  the  commodity  if  the  traffic  moves 
in  trainloads.^  That  traffic  moves  in  trainload  lots  from 
one  point,  and  in  smaller  lots  from  another  point,  was  con- 
sidered by  the  Commission  in  determining  the  relative 
reasonableness  of  rates.  ^  But  in  certain  other  cases  where 
the  point  was  urged,  the  trainloading  was  not  considered.^ 
And  as  to  the  matter  of  special  rates  to  shippers  of  car- 
load quantities,  the  Commission  is  as  clear  to-day  as  ever 
that  whatever  may  be  cost  of  service,  giving  greater  con- 
sideration to  trainload  than  to  carload  traffic  would  be  to 
prejudice  of  small  shipper  and  the  public.'^ 

§  726.  Contracts  for  regular  shipments. 

In  some  English  cases  concessions  are  permitted  to 
shippers  who  agree  to  make  regular  shipments.  The 
leading  case  for  this  is  Nicholson  v.  Great  Western  Rail- 
way Company,*^  where  the  court  refused  to  restrain  the 
company  from  giving  lower  rates  to  the  Ruabon  Coal 
Company  than  were  given  to  the  complainant  in  the  ship- 
ment of  coal,  it  appearing  that  there  was  a  contract  be- 
tween the  railroad  company  and  the  Ruabon  Coal  Com- 
pany, whereby  the  coal  company  undertook  to  ship,  for  a 
period  of  10  years,  as  much  coal  for  a  distance  of  at  least 

»*  Caratens  Packing  Co.  v.  O.  S.  « Wharton  Steel  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  & 

L.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  324,  accord.  W.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  303. 

«» Taylor  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  »  Richards  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry., 

C.  613.  23  L  C.  C.  239. 

**  Traffic  Bureau  of  Nashville  v.  *^  Anaconda  Copper  Mining  Co. 

L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  28  L  C.  C.  533.  v.  C.   &   E.  R.  R.,   19   L   C.   C. 

»  R.  R.  Com'rs  of  Fla.  v.  S.  Exp.  592. 

Co.,  28  L  C.  C.  634.  "  5  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  366. 
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100  miles  over  defendant's  road  as  would  produce  an 
annual  gross  revenue  of  £40,000  to  the  railroad  company, 
in  fully  loaded  trains,  at  the  rate  of  seven  trains  per  week. 
But  tins  case  is  much  limited  in  later  cases.  Thus  an 
agreement  with  certain  quarry  owners  to  carry  slate  for  a 
fixed  number  of  years  at  a  less  rate  than  charged  for  the 
same  service  to  complainant  quarry  owners,  who  refused 
to  bind  themselves  by  such  an  agreement,  held  an  undue 
preference.^^  And  a  difference  in  rates  on  an  agreement  for 
a  period  of  thirty  years  and  another  agreement  for  four- 
teen years  for  a  similar  service  is  an  undue  preference.^' 

§  727.  Units  in  passenger  service. 

It  has  already  been  indicated  that  the  unit  principle  is 
applicable  to  passenger  service.  Thus  a  lower  rate  for  a 
limited  ticket  than  for  an  unlimited  ticket  may  be  justi- 
fied, since  there  will  be  more  bother  if  the  transportation 
is  broken  into  several  separate  services  by  stop-overs  in- 
stead of  being  taken  as  a  whole. '^  A  lower  rate  may  be 
made  to  those  who  buy  their  tickets  in  lots  instead  of 
for  the  single  trip,  such  as  strip  tickets  and  mileage  tickets. 
And  it  has  been  held  that  a  railroad  may  make  a  lower 
rate  than  twenty  fares  to  twenty  people  traveling  to- 
gether under  one  transportation  contract.  But  another 
case  probably  states  a  general  principle  in  its  pertinent 
dictmn  that  a  railroad  is  not  obliged  to  sell  commutation 
tickets  if  it  chooses  not  to ;  but  if  it  does,  any  traveler  may 
demand  it.  Here  again  the  necessity  for  establishing  sepa- 
rate units  is  not  sufficiently  plain  to  imperatively  demand 
recognition;  if  not,  indeed,  distinctly  considerable,  a  com- 

**  Diphwys  Caason  Slate  Co.  v.  U.  S.  263,  36  L.  ed.  609,  12  Sup.  Gt. 

FesUniog  R.,  2  Nev.  &  Mac.  73.  844. 

"Holland  v.  Festiniog  R.  Co.,  2         If  it  were  not  for  the  provisions 

Nev.  A  Mac.  278.  of  section  22,  it  is  debatable  whether 

'^Edson  V.  So.  Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  the    concession    from    the    regular 

144  Cal.  182,  77  Pac.  894.    See  also  fare  would  be  lawful.    In  re  Mileage 

Interstate    Commerce    Commission  Books,  28 1.  C.  C.  318. 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  145 

[635] 


§728] 


Raiiaoad  Rate  Regulation 


pany  is  not  irrational  which  ignores  it.  Moreover,  it  seems 
to  be  well  established  that  if  the  r^ulating  authority  at- 
tempts to  order  the  issuance  of  mileages,  for  example,  its 
interference  will  be  held  to  be  outrageously  vexatious.'^ 


§  728.  The  basis  of  the  differentiaL 

In  a  recent  case  in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  ^ 
not  only  the  question  of  the  relation  of  the  carload  rates 
to  less  than  carload  rates,  but  also  the  relation  of  less 
than  carload  rates  to  each  other  was  thus  elaborately 
dealt  with.  ''The  question  presented  is  not  one  involving 
only  the  proper  relation  of  soap  in  less  than  carload  lots, 
to  soap  in  carload  lots,  but  also  its  proper  relation  to  other 
articles  in  less  than  carload  lots.  Freight  is  carried  eith^ 
in  carload  lots,  or  in  less  than  carload  lots.  This  division 
of  freight  necessarily  attends  transportation  by  rail. 
Classification,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  to  R^ulate 
Commerce,  relates  to  these  divisions  separately.  The  classi- 
fication of  soap  in  less  than  carload  lots,  is  not  controlled 
by  the  classification  of  soap  in  carload  lots,  nor  is  the 
reclassification  of  soap  in  less  than  carload  lots  controlled 
by  the  relation  it  bears  to  other  articles  in  less  than  car- 
load lots, — that  relation  is  to  be  determined  by  the  degree 
in  which,  in  comparison  with  such  other  articles,  its  han- 
dling and  carrying  is,  or  may  be,  affected  by  the  cost  of  the 
service,  competitive  and  commercial  conditions,  volume, 
density,  distance,  value,  and  risk  of  loss  or  damage.  It 
is  true  that  these  elements  must  also  be  considered  in 
determining  the  classification  of  articles  in  carload  lots, 
but  from  a  different  standpoint.    A  given  article  of  traffic 


'*  State  ex  leL  V.  Delaware,  L.  A 
W.  Ry.  Co.,  4S  N.  J.  L.  66,  2  AU. 
803.  See  also  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
Ry.  Ck>.  v.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  684,  43 
L.  ed.  868, 19  Sup.  Ct.  666. 

special  fares  for  movement  of 
passengers  in  guaranteed  numbers  in 
one  day,  without  baggage-checkmg 
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privileges,  may  be  provided  by  car- 
riers under  section  22,  but  in  absence 
of  discrimination  CSommission  no 
power  to  prescribe.  Carnegie  Board 
of  Trade  v.  P.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  123. 

**  Cincinnati,  H.  A  D.  R.  R.  v. 
Interstate  Com.  Comm.,  206  U.  S. 
142,  61  L.  ed.  996,  27  Bnp.  Ct  64S. 
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may  be  more  or  less  desirable  when  shipped  in  less  than 
carload  lots,  than  when  shipped  in  carload  lots.  Bulk, 
weight,  form,  manner  of  packing,  etc.,  may  materially  affect 
the  classification  of  different  articles  to  be  carried  in  the  same 
car,  when  they  might  have  little  or  no  weight  in  the  classifi- 
cation of  a  single  article  to  be  carried  in  carload  lots."  ^ 

§  729.  Comparison  of  bulk  and  package  rates. 

So  different  are  the  conditions  mider  which  freight  is 
carried  in  packages  and  in  bulk  that  it  is  not  proper  to 
institute  comparisons  as  to  particular  factors  connected 
with  each.  As  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  ^  said 
in  a  recent  case:  '' Because  circumstances  existed  which 
prevented  the  economical  use  of  the  tank  car  by  plaintiffs 
(no  demand  being  made  for  the  use  of  a  tank  car)  is  no 
ground  for  finding  discrimination  in  the  charge  for  the 
weight  of  the  barrel  package  (such  charge  being  in  itself 
not  an  unreasonable  one),  while  none  is  made  for  the  tank 
containing  the  oil."  If,  however,  the  railroad  fails  to  pro- 
vide tank  cars  for  the  use  of  its  shippers  it  would  be  un- 
fair discrimination  to  charge  shippers  of  oil  in  packages 
for  the  additional  weight.  As  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  ^ 
said  in  the  leading  case  on  this  point:  ''It  must  either  pro- 
vide tank  cars  for  all  of  its  customers  alike,  or  give  such 
rates  of  freight  in  barrel  packages  by  the  carload,  as 
will  place  its  customers  using  that  method  on  an  equal 
footing  with  its  customers  adopting  the  other  method." 

Topic  C.    Facilities  Furnished  by  Shippers 

§  730.  Terminal  facilities  famished  by  shippers. 
It  is  a  principal  rule  in  this  matter  that  it  is  permissible 

''Until    reoeDtly    the    Interstate         ** Penni^hrania   Refining  Co.    ▼. 

Commeroe  Commiarion  bad  no  power  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.,  20S  U.3. 

to  fix  a  rate  by  insisting  upon  a  cer-  208,  52   L.   ed.  456,  28   Sup.  Ct. 

tain  classification.    Interstate  Com.  268. 

Comm.  v.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  8.  Ry.,         **  State  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T. 

134  Fed.  942;  sustained  in  202  U.  S.  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  47  Oh.  St.  130,  23 

613,  50  L.  ed.  1171,  26  Sup.  Ct.  776.  N.  E.  928. 
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for  a  railroad  to  make  a  lower  rate  to  a  shipper  who 
furnishes  a  part  of  the  facilities  which  the  carrier  must 
otherwise  provide  in  order  to  serve  him.  One  of  the  lead- 
ing cases  in  establishing  this  rule  is  undoubtedly  Root  v. 
Long  Island  Railroad;  ^  the  essential  facts  appear  in  this 
extract  from  the  opinion.  ''The  facilities  which  Quintard 
was  to  provide  for  the  loading  of  the  coal,  his  services  in 
loading  the  cars,  the  large  quantities  which  he  was  to  ship, 
in  connection  with  the  large  sums  of  money  that  he  had 
expended  in  the  erection  of  the  dock,  in  part  for  the  use 
and  accommodation  of  the  defendant,  are  facts  which  tend 
to  explain  the  provisions  of  the  contract  complained  of, 
and  render  it  a  question  of  fact  for  the  determination  of 
the  trial  court  as  to  whether  or  not  the  rebate,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  amounted  to  an  unjust  discrimi- 
nation, to  the  injury  and  prejudice  of  others.  Therefore, 
in  this  case,  the  question  is  one  of  fact,  and  not  of  law; 
and,  inasmuch  as  the  discrimination  has  not  been  found 
to  be  unjust  or  unreasonable,  the  judgment  cannot  be 
disturbed."  « 


§  731.  Undue  prejudice  in  granting  allowances. 

Under  the  Act  as  amended  the  Commission  has  been 
given  charge  of  this  situation.  In  one  proceeding  ^'  it  has 
held  the  provisions  in  the  tariffs  requiring  a  return  to  de- 
fendant of  the  car  within  forty-eight  hoiu*s  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  payment  of  an  allowance  to  be  unreason- 
able and  unduly  discriminatory.*^  Recently  the  Commis- 
sion has  said  that  allowances  by  a  carrier  to  a  salt  com- 


« 114  N.  Y.  330,  21  N.  E.  403,  11 
Am,  St..  Hep.  643,  4  L.  R.  A.  33. 

*^  It  is  generally  agreed  that  a 
rediictioh  may  >  be  made  •  to  such 
shippers  as  furnish  a  part  of  the 
facilities  necessary  to  serve  them. 
See  Savitz  v.  Ohio  &  M.  Ry.,  150 
111.  208, 27  N.  E.  235, 27  L.  R.  A.  626, 
affirming  49  111.  App.  315;  Soofield 
V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  R.,  43 
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Ohio  St.  571,  3  N.  E.  907,  54  Am. 
Rep.  S46;  State  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O. 
&  T.  P.  Ry.,  47  Ohio  St.  130,  23 
N.  E.  928;  Brundred  v..  Ribe,  49 
Ohio  St.  640,  32  N.  E.  169,  34  Afn. 
St.  Rep.  589. 

**  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  I.  C. 
C. R.  426. 

*•  Nebraska^Iowa  Grain  Co.  v. 
U.  P.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  90. 
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pany  f or  use  of  latter's  docks  and  facilities  in  handling 
its  shipments  must  be  scrutinized.^^  And  terminal  arrange- 
ments involving  privileges  to  special  concerns  have  been 
repeatedly  condemned  by  the  courts.  ^^  As  the  authorities 
now  have  jurisdiction  over  allowances,  they  will  not 
permit  any  unreasonable  compensation  for  any  service 
connected  with  transportation  performed  by  the  shipper 
or  consignee.^  Nor  will  the  Commission  permit  any 
allowance  to  be  made  for  services  not  owed  by  the  carrier 
to  the  shipper  or  consignee,  such  as  the  loading  or  imload- 
ing  of  carload  freight  by  special  mechanisms  or  plant  facil- 
ities.^^ 

§  732.  Unjustifiable  differences  in  rates. 

The  difficulty  in  applying  these  principles  to  particular 
cases  is,  however,  considerable.  Unless  the  railroad  offers 
both  services  to  all  shippers  alike,  so  that  any  shipper  is 
free  to  choose  his  method  of  shipment,  discrimination  will 
necessarily  result  in  favor  of  those  who  ship  at  the  lower 
rates  in  comparison  with  those  who  are  compelled  to  pay 
the  higher  rates.  In  the  oil  business  particularly,  the 
complaints  against  the  differences  between  tank  rates  and 
barrel  rates  have  been  both  loud  and  long,  and  the  problem 
has  been  brought  before  the  Commission  several  times. 
In  the  earliest  of  these  cases,  ^  Commissioner  Cooley 
pointed  out  that  the  argument  justifying  differentials 
although  sound  enough  doubtless,  abstractly,  did  not  meet 
the  actual  conditions.  ''It  is  obvious,  we  think,  from  the 
facts  stated,  that  instead  of  the  defendants  offering  two 
modes  of  transportation  which  are  open  to  the  acceptance 
of  all,  they  offer  only  one  which  is  open.  The  other 
is  offered  on  such  t^rms  that  it  can  by  possibility  be 

'  •    •  '         *  #    ,  .    .         ' 

«« IiKteniation^  Salt  Co.  v.  G.  A  R.,  230  U.  S.  248,  33  Sup.  Ct  916. 
W.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  530.  ^  Tap  Line  Cases,  234.  U.  S.  1,  34 

<*  Southern  Pacific  Terminal  Co.  v.  Sup.  Ct.  741. 
Interstate   Commerce   Commission,  ^  Rice  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville 

219  U.  S.  498,  31  Sup.  Ct.  279.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  722, 1  I.  C.  C. 

« Mitchell  Coal  Co.   v.   Pa.   R.  Rep.  503. 
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accepted  only  by  parties  who  can  control  a  considerable 
capital,  and  who  will  supply  for  themselves  an  important 
part  of  the  means  of  transportation,  and  also  supply 
terminal  facilities.  The  man  of  small  means  who  adopts 
the  method  of  transportation  in  barrels  cannot  be  said  to 
do  so  of  choice  when  the  failure  of  the  carrier  to  supply 
for  the  other  the  customary  means  of  transportation  com- 
pels him  to  do  so."  ^ 

§  733«  Concessions  to  shippers  in  bulk  considered. 

This  complaint  has  been  made  to  the  Commission  many 
times  since  this  first  case;  and  the  shippers  have  in  the 
successive  decisions  received  increasing  protection  against 
discrimination  of  the  railroads  of  the  sort  here  described." 
The  Conmiission  has  insisted  upon  its  policy  that  unless 
the  railroads  provide  an  adequate  equipment  of  tank  cars 
oil  must  be  tidcen  in  barrels  at  the  same  rate  as  it  would  be 
taken  in  tank  cars.  And  for  the  weight  of  the  tank  it  is 
held  that  in  assuming  for  transportation  purposes  that  a 
barrel  of  refined  petrolemn  oil  weighs  400  pounds  and  that 
a  gallon  of  that  commodity  weighs  6.3  pounds  when 
shipped  in  tanks,  the  railroads  were  using  constructive  or 
hypothetical  weights  so  much  out  of  proportion  to  actual 
weights  that  positive  and  measurable  preference  was 
granted  to  the  shipper  by  the  tank  method;  and  so  far  as 
that  practice  enabled  the  tank  shipper  to  secxue  the  car- 
riage of  more  pounds  of  freight  for  the  same  money  thftn 
the  shipper  in  barrels  it  was  an  unlawful  prejudice.  As  to 
anotiier  scheme  of  giving  a  reduction  it  was  held  that  the 
practice  of  allowing  the  tank  shipper  an  arbitrary  deduc- 
tion of  42  gallons  per  tank  car  is  wholly  indefensible,  as 
losses  from  leakage  and  evaporation  were  not  less  pro- 
IXkrtionally  when  the  shipment  is  made  in  barrels,  and  no 
circiunstance  was  discovered  or  reason  advanced  which 

^See  Independent  Refiners  An'n  "^Rioe  v.  Lbuisville  dc  N.  E.  R., 
v.  W.  N.  Y.  dc  P.  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Ck>m.  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  722, 1 1.  C.  C.  lUp. 
Rep.  63,  5  I.  C.  C.  415.  503. 
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justified  a  concession  of  that  nature  to  the  shipper  who 
furnishes  his  own  conveyancei  when  no  corresponding 
aUowance  was  made  to  a  rival  shipper  using  the  means  of 
tian^rtation  provided  by  the  carrier," 

§  734.  Railroad  without  tank  cars. 

This  abuse  came  before  the  judicial  courts  for  decision 
not  long  afterward,  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Cincinnati,  New 
Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Railway  Company,*^  where 
Mr.  Justice  Bradbury  wrote  a  strong  opinion  against  such 
discrimination,  concluding  with  this  sweeping  language: 
''The  duty  of  providing  suitable  facilities  for  its  customers 
rests  upon  the  railroad  company;  and  if,  instead  of  pro- 
viding sufficient  and  suita*ble  cars  itself,  this  is  done  by 
certain  of  its  customers,  even  for  their  own  convenience, 
yet  the  cars  thus  provided  are  to  be  regarded  as  part  of 
the  equipment  of  the  road.  It  being  the  duty  of  a  raiboad 
company  to  transport  freight  for  all  persons,  indifferently, 
and  in  the  order  in  which  its  transportation  is  applied  for, 
it  cannot  be  permitted  to  suffer  freight  cars  to  be  placed 
upon  its  track  by  any  customer  for  his  private  use,  except 
upon  the  condition  that,  if  it  does  not  provide  other  cars 
sufficient  to  transport  the  freight  of  other  customers  in  the 
order  that  application  is  made,  they  may  be  used  for  that 
purpose.  Were  this  not  so,  a  mode  of  discrimination  fatal 
to  all  successful  competition  by  small  establishments  and 
operators  with  larger  and  more  opulent  ones  could  be 
successfully  adopted  and  practised  at  the  will  of  the  rail- 
road  company,  and  the  favored  shipper."  " 


**  Soofidd  V.  Lake  Shore  &  Mich- 
igan Southern  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Gom.  Eep. 
67,  2  I.  C.  C.  Eep.  90;  Re  Rebate 
Tank  A  Barrel  Rates,  2  Int.  Ck>m. 
Rep.  245,  2  I.  G.  C.  Rep.  365;  Rice 
V,  Western  N.  Y.  &  Pa.  Ry.,  3  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  162,  4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  131; 
Rice,  Robinson  dc  Winthrop  v. 
Wertem  N.  Y.  &  Pa.  R.  R.,  2  I.  C. 

41 


C.  Rep.  380,  8.  c,  3 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  87, 
s.  c,  4  I.  G.  C.  Rep.  131,4.  c,  6  h  C. 
G.  Rep.  455;  Rice  v.  GincinnaU, 
W.  &  B.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Gom.  Rep.  841, 
5 1.  G.  G.  Rep.  193. 

"  47  Ohio  St.  130,  23  N.  £.  928. 

^'See  also  Brundred  v.  Rice,  49 
Oh.  St.  640,  32  N.  E.  169,  34  Am. 
St.  Rep.  589. 
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§  736.  Transportation  expenses  paid  by  shipper. 

Whatever  is  done  by  the  shipper  which  directly  reduces 
to  the  raihoad  company  the  cost  of  serving  him  may  be 
allowed  for  m  the  rate  made  to  him  without  causing  dis- 
crimination. One  of  the  plamest  cases  of  this  sort  before 
the  Commission  is  Castle  v.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad 
Company/^  where  complainant  alleged  that  defendant  had 
unjustly  discriminated  in  rates  and  facilities  for  the 
transportation  of  sand  against  him  and  in  favor  of  his 
competitors.  Discussing  the  essential  facts,  the  Commission 
said:  ''The  only  remaining  point,  and  by  far  the  most 
important  one  raised  by  this  issue,  is  that  involved  in  the 
alleged  discriminations  in  favor  of  Brown,  the  complain- 
ant's competitor  at  Dock  Siding.  Brown,  it  appears, 
owned  and  at  times  leased  other  cars  and  equipment,  paid 
the  trainmen,  conductors,  and  necessary  telegraph  opera- 
tors, and  relieved  the  defendant  from  all  liability  from 
either  loss  or  damage  to  rolling  stock  or  injury  to  em- 
ployees; in  consideration  of  which  the  defendant  charged 
him  for  track  service  only.  The  complainant  owned 
neither  cars  nor  equipment,  and  when  shipping  in  the 
defendant's  cars  was  charged  the  published  rate."  ^^ 

§  786.  Rental  paid  on  shipper's  cars. 

If  the  shipper  provides  his  own  cars  the  railroad,  it 
would  seem  clear,  may  allow  him  a  reduction  in  his  freight 
rate,  equal  to  the  rental  value  of  his  cars  at  all  events. 
It  is  properly  the  business  of  the  railway  companies,  to  be 
sure,  to  supply  cars  for  their  customers;  but  if  they  stand 
ready  to  do  this,  they  may,  nevertheless,  at  their  option 
make  an  allowance  to  the  shipper  who  furnishes  his  own 
cars,  which  is  not  disproportionate  to  the  reduced  costd 
serving  him.  Even  in  the  extreme  case  of  State  v.  Cinr 
cinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Company,"?* 

^*  8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  333.  rolling  stock  was  given  an  unusual 

'*  See  Chicago  A  A.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  concession  from  regular  rates. 

Chicago  v.  &  W.  Coal  Co.,  79  111.  «  47  Ohio  St.  130,  23  N.  E.  928. 

121,  where  a  shipper  furnishing  the 
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which  is  most  opposed  to  special  arrangements  of  this 
sort,  this  is  grudgingly  admitted.  "No  doubt,  a  shipper 
who  owns  cars  may  be  paid  a  reasonable  compensation  for 
their  use,  so  that  the  compensation  is  not  made  a  cover 
for  discriminating  rates,  or  other  advantages  to  such  owner 
as  a  shipper.  Nor  is  there  any  valid  objection  to  such 
owner  using  them  exclusively,  as  long  as  the  carrier  pro- 
vides equal  accommodations  to  its  other  customers.  It 
may  be  claimed  that  if  a  railroad  company  permit  all 
shippers,  indifferently  and  upon  equal  terms,  to  provide 
cars  suitable  for  their  business,  and  to  use  them  exclu- 
sively, no  discrimination  is  made.  This  .may  be  theoret- 
ically true,  but  is  not  so  in  its  application  to  the  actual 
state  of  the  business  of  the  country;  for  a  very  large 
proportion  of  the  customers  of  a  railroad  have  not  a 
volmne  of  business  large  enough  to  warrant  equipping 
themselves  with  cars,  and  might  be  put  at  a  ruinous 
disadvantage  in  the  attempt  to  compete  with  more  exten- 
sive establishments.  Aside  from  this,  however,  a  shipper 
is  not  bound  to  provide  a  car."  *^ 

§  737.  Allowance  for  cars  or  facilities  furnished. 

When  the  shipper  furnishes  cars  or  other  facilities  the 
carrier  may  lawfully  make  an  allowance  on  that  account, 
provided  the  allowance  is  reasonable  in  amoimt;  an  un- 
reasonable allowance  under  color  of  compensation  for 
facilities  so  furnished  would  constitute  an  illegal  rebate. 
So  a  reasonable  allowance  to  an  elevator  company  for 
elevator  service  is  not  an  illegal  rebate,  though  the  elevator 
company  as  a  shipper  of  grain  is  thereby  incidentally  aided 
in  its  business.^  So  the  allowance  of  mileage  for  tank  cars 
furnished  by  shippers,  and  low  return  rates  on  oil  returned 
in  the  cars,  is  not  illegal  unless  the  mileage  id  excessive.^ 

"See  also  Brundred  v.  Rice,  49  **Rice  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  B. 
Ohio  St.  640,  32  N.  E.  160,  34  Am.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  841, 5 1.  C.  C. 
St.  Rep.  589.  193. 

*"  Matter  of  Allowance  to  Eleva- 
tors, 10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  309. 
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But  when  the  allowance  is  unreasonable  it  constitutes  an 
illegal  rebate.^  Each  case  involving  an  allowance  must  be 
detennined  upon  the  special  facts  and  circumstances 
presented.*^  This  matter  of  allowances  is  one  which  has 
received  much  attention  from  the  Commission  of  late 
years;  for  by  section  15  of  the  Act  as  amended  it  is  au- 
thorized to  limit  the  amount  that  the  carrier  may  pay 
to  the  shipper  for  transportation  services  rendered  by 
latter.*^  But  the  provision  clearly  recognizes  that  a  just 
and  reasonable  allowance  may  be  made  to  the  owner  of 
property  transported  when  such  owner  renders  a  service 
connected  with  or  furnishes  an  instrumentality  used  in  the 
transportation."'  A  memorandum  of  two  recent  cases  of 
the  Supreme  Court  among  others  lately  there  decided,  will 
serve  to  make  this  matter  clear.  In  one  of  them  it  was 
held  that  elevation  is  made  such  a  part  of  transportation 
as  to  bring  it  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  which  is  authorized  to  determine 
what  is  a  reasonable  allowance  to  a  shipper  who  is  also  an 
elevator  man  for  elevation  services  rendered  in  connection 
with  transportation.'^  In  the  other  it  was  decided  that 
when,  under  the  through  rate  to  New  York,  delivery  is 
undertaken  within  lighterage  limits  published  in  the  sched- 
ule, an  allowance  to  the  extent  that  is  deemed  proper  may 
be  made  to  receivers  furnishing  their  own  lighterage  and 
terminals  therefor.*^ 

Topic  D.    Restriction  to  Scheduled  Allowance 

§  738.  Extent  of  statutory  restrictions. 
Section  1  imposes  on  the  carrier  the  duty  to  provide  and 

^Sbmbevf  V.  PeUiwm^,  L.  &  W.  •«Sterim|^ASoqCo.  v.  M.C.  R.  R. 

Sy.,  a  lAt.  Com.  R«p.  503,  4  I.  C.  C.  Co.,  21  {.  C*  C.  45\. 

630.  "  U.  P.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Updike  Grain 

"  Merchants  Dispatch  Storage  Co.  Co.,  222  U.  S.  215,  56  L.  ed.  171, 

▼.  I.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  98.  32  Sup.  Ct.  39. 

•*  Industrial  Lumber  Co.   v.   St.  **  United  States  v.  B.  dc  O.  R.  R., 

L.  W.  &  G.  Ry.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  231  U.  S.  274,  34  Sup.  Ct.  76. 
50. 
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furnish  certain  services  in  relation  to  the  transportation 
of  property  at  reasonable  charges.'*  Allowances,  therefore, 
when  these  services  are  furnished  by  patrons  under  sec- 
tion 15  must  not  be  above  the  reasonable  cost  of  service, 
and  thereby  become  indirectly  a  rebate.*^  The  refusal  of  a 
carrier  to  pay  an  allowance  in  a  matter  for  which  it  had  no 
tariflf  authority  is,  therefore,  not  in  violation  of  the  Act.** 
An  allowance  in  the  form  of  additional  free  time  may  be 
just  as  unlawful  as  one  in  the  form  of  money .•^  At  the 
present  time  carriers  very  generally  pay  three-fourths  of  a 
cent  a  car  mile  on  both  loaded  and  empty  movements.^^ 
It  will  always  be  a  question  nowadays  whether  the  net 
earning  on  cars  as  a  result  of  such  payments  constitute 
more  than  a  just  return  upon  the  value  of  those  cars.^^ 
But  the  principle  is  that  whatever  allowances  are  made 
must  be  just,  reasonable  and  non-discriminatory.^*  What- 
ever charges  are  made,  whatever  services  are  performed, 
and  whatever  privileges  are  allowed  by  carriers,  must  be 
stated  separately  in  the  schedules  filed  with  the  Commis- 
sion.^'  A  common  carrier  by  contract  may  not  impose 
upon  itself  any  burden  or  grant  any  privil^e,  or  perform 
any  service,  or  make  any  allowance  with  respect  to  the 
traffic  of  a  particular  shipper,  except  imder  the  authority  of 
its  published  tariffs.'^  And  even  so,  this  can  be  done  only 
when  the  burden  is  assumed,  or  the  privilege  granted,  or 
allowance  made  to  all  shippers  imder  like  circumstances 
and  similar  conditions.^^  There  being  no  obligation  to 
make  such  allowances,  a  complaint  asking  establishment  of 

••Tranait  Case,  24  I.  C.  C.  340.  ''Suffern  Grain  Co.  v.  B.  k  O. 

^  Mfrs.  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  dc  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  200. 

S.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  93.  7*  Brook-Rauch   Mill  <&   Elevator 

••  Rylet  V.  W.  R.  R.,  35  I.  C.  C.  Co.   v.    M.   P.   Ry.,    17   I.  C.   C. 

210.  158. 

••Alan  Wood,  Iron  k  Sted  Co.  v.  '•  Andenon,    Clayton   k   Co.    v. 

P.  R.  R.,  34 1.  C.  C.  37.  C,  R.  I.  k  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C. 

'•  Rates  on  Linseed  OO,  26  I.  C.  C.  340. 

265.  '•  General  Electric  Co.  v.  N.  Y. 

'>  In  re  Advances  on  Potatoes,  35  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  R.,   14  I.  C.  C. 

I.  C.  C.  150.  237. 
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tariff  provisions  for  reimbursesment  of  shippers  for  repair 
made  on  cars  was  dismissed.^ 

§  789,  Both  rates  must  be  open  to  alL 

The  modem  fear  of  discrimination  is  such  that  it  is  not 
open  to  a  company  to  make  concessions  to  one  customer 
who  is  asking  a  cheaper  service  without  at  the  same  time 
giving  other  customers  the  right  to  get  the  lower  rate  by 
conforming  with  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  offered. 
Thus  in  one  recent  successful  prosecution  by  the  govern- 
ment for  giving  or  taking  a  rebate  the  gravamen  of  the 
charge  was  not  that  the  allowance  of  $1.00  per  car  for  the 
terminal  facilities  furnished  by  the  guilty  shipper  was 
improper  in  itself,  but  that  the  railroad  had  not  properly 
announced  such  allowances  in  its  published  schedules.^ 
Still  more  open  to  condemnation  is  a  contract  between  a 
particular  shipper  and  a  railroad  company,  whereby  the 
railroad  was  to  allow  ten  per  cent  off  all  freight  bills 
rendered,  to  recoup  a  shipper  who  had  built  a  hoist  to 
load  his  ties  upon  a  siding,  for  such  an  arrangement  is 
necessarily  exclusive.^^  It  has  been  said  by  the  Commis- 
sion that  equality  of  opportunity  in  the  use  of  transporta- 
tion facilities  is  one  of  the  purposes  of  the  Act.^  It 
should  be  remembered  that  allowances  are  subject  to 
abuses  in  shape  of  rebates,  and  they  must  therefore  be 
strictly  scrutinized.^  Discrimination  would  result  from 
granting  lower  rate  to  large  shipper  providing  facilities  for 
prompt  unloading  than  accorded  smaller  competitor  unable 
to  provide  such  facilities.®*  A  proposed  rate  was  recently  op- 
posed, because  it  would  discriminate  in  favor  of  one  shipper 
who  built  tank  facilities  in  which  to  receive  his  shipments.®^ 

7*  Balfour,  Quthrie  &  Co.  v.  O.  W.  »  Southwestern  Missouri   Millers' 

R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  539.  Qub  v.  St.  L.  dc  S.  F.  R.  R.,  26  I. 

^  United  States  v.  C.  A  A.  Ry.,  C.  C.  245. 

148  Fed.  646.  •^In    re    Restricted    Rates,    20 

^  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  v.  Stand-  I.  C.  C.  R.  426. 

ard  Lumber  Co.,  174  Fed.  107.  **  Molasses  Rates  from  Mobile,  28 

'•In    re    Wharfage    Charges    at  I.  C.  C.  666. 
Galveston,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  53& 
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§  740.  Lighterage  allowance. 

Discrimination  would  result  from  the  payment  of  a 
lighterage  allowance  to  one  shipper  while  refusing  such 
allowance  to  another  shipper  performing  that  service.^ 
The  Commission  has  jurisdiction  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  to  inquire  into  the  lawfulness  of  allowances  made  by 
carriers  to  shippers  for  the  alleged  transfer  by  the  latter 
from  their  refineries  or  warehouses  to  the  cars  of  defend- 
ants.^^ Loose  allowances  paid  to  shippers  ''in  Heu  of 
lighterage  and  floatage"  may  be  questioned.^^  But  there 
is  no  ground  for  criticising  the  withholding  of  lighterage 
privilege  and  allowance  from  the  complainant  where  its 
sugar  crosses  lighterage  limits,  while  according  such  a 
privilege  and  allowance  to  another  shipper  within  lighterage 
limits.^  It  should  be  noted  that  by  this  doctrine  which 
has  finally  prevailed,  lighterage  within  a  zone  of  delivery 
covered  by  the  rate  scheduled  is  treated  as  part  of  the 
transportation  service  undertaken  by  the  carrier,  for 
aiding  in  the  performance  of  which  Shippers  with  whom 
agreement  is  made  may  be  given  an  allowance  subject  to 
its  being  found  unreasonable  by  the  Commission  imder 
section  15.  Under  these  conditions  such  services  are  not 
regarded  as  merely  accessorial  to  transportation,  payment 
for  which  would  be  considered  as  forbidden  by  the  Act 
unless  accorded  to  all  imder  the  same  conditions. 

§  741.  Elevation  charges. 

While  the  Commission  believes  that  the  payment  of  all 
elevation  allowances  and  the  giving  of  all  free  elevation 
should  be  prohibited,  it  fully  accepts  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  decision  holding  that  elevation  allowances 
may  be  made.^     Considering  the  Elevator  Allowances 

''Federal  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v.  ** United  States  v.  Baltimore  & 

B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  20 1.  C.  C.  200.  O.  R.  R.,  231  U.  S.  274,  34  Sup. 

*^  In  re  Allowances  for  Transfer  of  Ct.  75. 

Sugar,  14  I.  C.  C.  619.  ^  The   current   doctrines   of   the 

"*  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  Commission  may  be  seen  in:  In  re 

York  V.  N.  Y.  C.  dc  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  Elevation  Allowances,  24  I.  C.  C. 

24  I.  C.  C.  56.  197,  and  Traffic  Bureau  of  St.  Louis 
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cases  of  Supreme  Court  together,  the  Commiasion  has 
concluded  that  it  was  intention  of  Supreme  Court  to  hold 
that  whatever  might  be  the  case,  if  railroad  saw  fit  to 
confine  its  payment  to  elevation  actually  required  m 
transportation  of  grain,  it  must,  when  it  makes  this 
allowance  to  one  elevator  under  such  circumstances  as  to 
give  that  elevator  payment  for  commercial  elevation, 
extend  the  same  privil^e  to  all  other  elevators  similarly 
situated."  The  Commissioiii  holds  that  a  railroad  should 
cease  from  paying  any  allowance  for  terminal  services  to 
elevator,  imless  tariffs  shall  at  the  same  time  offer  such 
allowance  to  all  other  shippers  using  the  elevators  in  the 
city.^  But  an  allowance  made  to  a  shipper  of  grain 
furnishing  elevation  service  under  an  arrangement  with  a 
carrier,  is  regarded  by  it  a  rebate  and  an  unlawful  dis- 
crimination only  when  it  involves  a  profit  ov^  and  above 
the  actual  cost  of  service.*^ 

§  742.  Transit  privfleges. 

The  Commission  has  held  that  carriers  may  grant  the 
privilege  of  concentration  and  protect  through  rates  re- 
lating  thereto ;  ^^  for  concentrating  rates  by  increasing  the 
size  and  regularity  of  shipments  seem  to  be  of  advantage 
to  carriers  as  well  as  shippers.*^  Lack  of  proper  policing  at 
a  transit  point  is  a  matter  that  ought  to  be  investigated 
and   corrected.*'     Compression   is   a   service   which    the 


▼.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
406. 

"See  Peavey  A  Co.  v.  Union 
Pacific  Ry.,  222  U.  S.  42,  56  L.  ed. 
83,  32  Sup.  Ct.  1,  and  Union  Pacific 
Ry.  V.  Updike  Grain  Ck).,  222  U.  S. 
215,  56  L.  ed.  171,  32  Sup.  Ct.  39, 
which  have  made  the  long  ooune  of 
opinion  in  the  Commission  previous 
to  that  time  more  or  less  obsolete. 

"In  re  Keystone  Elevator  Co., 
25  I.  C.  C.  618;  see  also  Gund  &  Co. 
V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  326. 
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"Re  AUowanoeB  to  Elevators  by 
U.  P.  R.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  85;  flee  abo 
Ryley  v.  Wabaah  R.  R.,.25  I.  C.  C. 
210. 

*^  Anderson,  Clajrton  &  Co.  v. 
C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C. 
340. 

**  Railroad  Commission  of  Wis- 
consin v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
85. 

"  Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  .Ry>,  26  I.  0«  C 
53. 
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carrier  procures  for  its  own  convenience,  and  when  that 
sendee  is  performed  in  such  manner  as  not  to  prejudice  or 
pvefer  a  particular  shipper  or  community,  the  Act  does 
not  limit  the  freedom  of  the  carrier  to  make  contracts  in 
respect  thereto.*^  In  other  words,  what  is  forbidden  by 
the  Act  are  payments  which  inure  to  the  benefit  of  a 
shipper  whereby  his  transportation  costs  him  less  net  than 
what  other  shippers^  his  competitors,  are  paying.  In  deal- 
ing with  a  shipper  if  payments  are  made  for  anything 
pertaining  to  the  transportation  the  transaction  is  subject 
to  the  closest  scrutiny  to  determine  whether  more  than  a 
fair  price  is  passing  hands. 

§743.  Terminal  aUowances. 

It  has  been  seen  that  the  ownership  by  a  ah4>per  of  a 
rail  line  which  serves  that  shipper  calls  for  the  closest 
scrutiny  to  ascertain  whether,  through  divisions  or  allow- 
ances, rebates  are  made  to  the  shipping  owner.*^  If  it  be 
shown  that  under  the  practice  prevailing  the  line  carrier 
owed  no  duty  to  move  cars  about  complainant's  yard  it 
follows  that  the  complainant  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
for  the  services  performed  and  the  instrumentalities 
furnished  by  it  in  connection  with  the  movement  of  cars 
in  its  yard.^  And  if  a  switching  service  is  included  within 
the  transportation  undertaken  at  the  rate  scheduled,  an 
\mdue  disadvantage  for  which  damage  will  be  awarded  will 
be  held  to  result  from  the  carrier's  failure  to  accord 
terminal  switching  allowance  to  complainant,  while  grant- 
ing such  allowances  to  competing  industries  performing 
similar  services.^  And  if  the  relation  between  the  tap 
line  and  the  mam  carrier  is  that  of  connecting  railroads, 
whenever  an  abnormal  division  is  allowed  to  an  industrial 
railroad  there  results  an  indirect  rebate  to  the  shipping 

**  Merehants  Cotton  Praes  ft  Stor-         *  Solvay  Prooees  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  ft 
Co.  V.  I.  C.  R.  R,,  17  I.  C.  C.  98.      W.  R.  R.,  14 1.  C.  C.  246. 


**  Cnme  R.  R.  Co.  v.  P.  ft  R.  Ry.,         ^  Buffalo  Union  Furnaoe  Co.  v. 
15  I.  C.  C.  248.  L.  S.  ft  M.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  <K20. 
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industry  of  its  ownership  of  the  tap  line.^  In  the  latter 
part  of  Chapter  IV  these  possibilities  of  tiie  relation  of 
industrial  trackage  to  the  line  carrier  were  discussed,**  and 
it  was  found  that  it  might  be  that  of  a  plant  facility,  a 
tap  line,  a  connecting  carrier  and  what  was  still  more 
difficult  to  deal  with,  a  combination  of  these  complica- 
tions.* 


§  744.^  Allowances  for  facilities  closely  scrutinized. 

With  the  rigorous  enforcement  of  the  law  against  all 
discrimination  in  late  years,  such  arrangements  as  have 
been  just  described  are  being  questioned,  if  not  as  amount- 
ing to  discrimination  in  themselves,  at  least  as  a  cover  for 
discrimination.  At  all  events,  the  whole  facts  will  be  gone 
into  to  discover  whether  too  advantageous  terms  are  being 
obtained.  Thus  in  a  recent  case  it  was  discovered  that  a 
car  company  was  getting  so  much  for  the  use  of  its  cars 
that  the  reduction  was  being  made  the  basis  for  reduced 
rates  to  those  who  shipped  in  those  cars.^  And  in  another 
case  not  charging  certain  shippers  demurrage  for  cars, 
upon  an  apparently  private  siding  foxmd  to  be  public, 
while  others  paid  demiurage  in  regular  yards,  was  held 
plain  discrimination.'  However,  the  railroads  are  still 
allowed  to  make  arrangements  with  customers  furnishing 


**  In  re  DivisioDfl  of  Joint  Rates  on 
Coal,  22  I.  C.  C.  51. 

» See  Tap  line  Cases,  234  U.  S. 
29,  34  Sup.  Ct.  41. 

^See  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  234  U.  S.  294,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
291. 

'  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
V.  Reichman,  145  Fed.  235. 

To  pay  an  allowance  to  one  shipper 
while  refusing  to  permit  all  shippers 
to  take  advantage  of  the  privilege, 
unless  justifying  circumstances  and 
(Auditions  are  shown,  creates  un- 
jimtifiable  preference  within  the  pro- 
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hibition  of  the  Act.  Southwestern 
Mo.  M.  C.  V.  St.  L.  k  S.  F.,  26  I.  C. 
C.  245. 

>  Ohio  Coal  Co.  v.  Whitoomb,  123 
Fed.  359. 

The  Commission  has  consistently 
held  to  the  doctrine  tliat  whatever 
allowances  are  inade  to  shippers,  in 
return  for  services,  performed  in 
connection  with  transportation  must 
be  just  and  reasonable  in  view  of  the 
cost  of  the  service  tendered,  held  free 
from  discriminatioa  and.  preference, 
in  regard  to  others  similarly  situated* 
Sufferin  Grun  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.^  22 
I.  C.  C.  178. 
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their  own  facilities.  Some  difficulty  is  inseparable  from 
this  situation^  but  probably  not  enough  to  justify  the 
radical  remedy  of  forbidding  such  arrangements  altogether. 
Those  who  get  allowances  which  are  not  scheduled  will, 
however,  fall  foul  of  the  modem  statutes  against  dis- 
criminations, even  if  the  allowance  made  is  proper  enough 
in  itself.  Moreover,  when  the  arrangement  is  in  its  nature 
an  exclusive  one,  of  which  other  patrons  cannot  take  ad- 
vantage, it  would  generally  be  condemned. 

§  746.  Allowances  for  facilities  still  permissible. 

It  is  not,  however,  considered  by  the  courts  to  be  desir- 
able that  there  should  be  no  way  to  give  a  proper  allow- 
ance to  shippers  who  employ  their  own  property  and  de- 
vote their  own  labor  to  some  of  the  work  that  the  carrier 
must  otherwise  do  for  them.  In  one  of  the  important 
Federal  cases,^  this  is  insisted  upon  in  setting  aside  a 
ruling  of  the  Commission  that  no  allowance  should  be 
made  elevator  men  who  deal  with  their  own  gram  in  their 
own  elevators.  ''Pecuniary  advantages  derived  by  shippers 
from  the  ownership  or  use  of  such  facilities  of  trade  are 
attributable  to  that  ownership,  and  not  to  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  articles  shipped,  and  the  consideration  and 
regulation  of  these  advantages  are  without  the  scope  of  the 
Commission's  power.  The  truth  is  that  trade  advantages 
of  this  nature  do  not  condition  the  question  of  reasonable- 
ness of  rates,  or  rebates,  or  of  discrimination.  The  shipper 
who  owns  warehouses,  tipples,  spur  tracks,  cars,  mills, 
and  by  their  use  derives  greater  profit  from  the  dealing  in 
the  articles  which  he  ships  over  a  railroad,  is  entitled  to 
the  same  rate  of  charge  for  transportation  and  the  same 
reasonable  compensation  for  transportation  services  which 

*Peav^  &  Co.  V.  Union  Pac.  R.  prima /acie  that  $10  per  car  allowance 

Co.,  176  Fed.  409.  for  loading  at  Galveston  was  too 

If  $6  is  a  reasonable  allowance  to  high.    Rates  on  Bananas  from  Gulf 

consignors  at  New  Orleans  for  loading  Ports,  30 1.  C.  C.  610. 
care  with  bananas,  it  would  seem 

[651] 


§  745  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

he  renders  that  the  shipper  who  owns  less  or  no  such  trade 
facilities  and  derived  less  in*ofit  is  entitled  to."  ^ 

*  Citing  Harp  v.  Choctaw,  O.  k  withdrawal  of  the  aUowanoe  is  jus- 

G.  Ry.  Co.,  125  Fed.  445, 61 C.  C.  A.  tified,  although  still  given  at  certain 

406.  other  points.    Elevation  Allowances 

If  elevation  is  not  a  transportation  iit  St.  Louis,  30  I.  C.  C.  696. 
necessity   at    East   St.    Louis,    the 
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CHAPTER  XVI 

DISCRIMINATION  BETWEEN  LOCAUTUSS 

i  750.  Proyiooiis  of  the  Act. 
761.  Scope  of  its  principles. 

Topic  A,  Discriminalien  at  Common  Law  and  under  Statute 

i  752.  Locality  has  no  right  at  common  law  to  complain  of  rates. 

753.  Statutory  regulation  ci  discrimination  between  localities. 

754.  Lower  rate  as  evidence  of  unreasonableness  of  higher. 

755.  Weight  to  be  given  to  such  evidence. 

756.  Higher  rate  not  necessarily  unreasonable. 

757.  Reasonableness  of  rate  per  se  immaterial  under  statute. 

Topic  B.  Qenerol  Prifysipke  of  Statutory  Regvla/ien 

i  758.  What  discrimination  is  not  unlawful. 

759.  Discrimination  which  is  not  imdue. 

760.  Interdependence  of  rates  to  various  localities. 

761.  No  vested  right  in  preferential  rates. 

762.  Discrimination  explained  by  local  circumstances. 

763.  Distance  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

764.  Dififerenoe  betweep  through  and  local  rates. 

765.  Railroad  rates  tend  toward  a  cost  basis. 

766.  Various  systems  of  making  distance  rates. 

767.  Burden  upon  the  railroad  to  defend  discriminatory  rttss. 

Topic  C.  What  Constitutes  Undue  Pr^udiee 

§  768.  Provisions  against  undue  prejudice. 
760.  Discrimination  resulting  from  intrastate  rates — ^the  Shreveport  oasa 

770.  Discrimination  by  means  of  rate  adjustments. 

771.  Condition^  whioh  aro  not  dissimilar. 

77^.  Diagimjlarity  of  condition  i^  a  question  of  fact. 

773.  Plscrimination  ai^nst  points  off  the  line. 

774.  What  constitutes  a  through  line. 

775.  Equalisation  of  economic  advantages — Economic  theory. 

776.  Equalization  of  economic  advantages — Legal  practice. 

777.  Discrimination  against  the  staple  industry  of  a  locality. 

778.  Equalisation  of  values. 

779.  Disproportionate  charges  inconsisient  with  public  duty. 
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Topic  D,  Long  and  Short  Haul 

I  7S0.  Long  and  abort  haul  at  oommon  law. 

781.  Legal  justification  of  lower  long-haul  rate. 

782.  Statutory  regulation  of  long  and  ahort-haul  rates. 

783.  The  Fourth  Section  Amendment  of  1910. 

784.  General  principles  governing  the  Fourth  Section. 

785.  Relation  between  long-haul  and  short-haul  rates. 

786.  Interpretation  of  the  Fourth  Section. 

787.  Application  of  the  Fourth  Section. 

788.  Principles  governing  deviation  from  the  Fourth  Section.   • 

789.  Recognition  of  carrier's  right  to  relief. 

790.  Conditions  justifjong  relief  from  the  Fourth  Section. 

791.  Competition  as  ground  for  relief  from  the  Fourth  Sectioa. 

Topic  E,  Compdiiion  as  a  Factor  in  Rate  Making 

1 792.  Competition  as  a  justification  for  discrimination. 

793.  Competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

794.  Incidents  of  competition. 

795.  Commodity  and  market  competition. 

796.  How  the  Commission  determines  justifiable  discrimination.  ' 

797.  Competitive  rates  must  be  compensatory. 

798.  Non-competitive  rates  must  be  reasonable. 

799.  Potential  competition. 

800.  Suppression  of  competition  by  agreement. 

801.  Suppression  of  competition  by  consolidation. 

802.  Carrier  may  refuse  to  make  competitive  rates. 

Topic  P.  What  Circunutanoes  Justify  Preferential  Rates 

i  803.  Substantial  differences  of  condition  which  justify  discrimination. 

804.  Cost  of  service  as  a  difference  of  condition. 

805.  Reconsignment  arrangements  and  trandt  privileges. 

806.  Back  frdghts  may  be  lower  than  outward  freights. 

807.  What  differentials  may  be  allowed. 

806.  Systems  of  rate-making  based  on  differentials. 
809.  No  obligation  to  make  preferential  rates. 

§  760.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

There  are  two  clauses  in  the  Act  dealing  with  dis- 
crimination between  localities,  one  general  and  the -other 
specific.  By  the  first  paragraph  of  section  3  it  is  declared 
unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  to  make  or  give  any  imdue  or  unreasonable 
preference  or  advantage  to  any  particular  person,  company, 
firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or  any  particular  description 
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of  traffic,  in  any  respect  whatsoever,  or  to  subject  any 
particular  person,  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality, 
or  any  particular  description  of  traffic  to  any  undue  or 
unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  any  respect 
whatsoever.  By  the  general  clauses  of  section  4  as  re- 
cently amended,  it  is  made  unlawful  for  any  common  car- 
rier subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to  charge  or  re- 
ceive any  greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers,  or  of  like  kind  of  property,  for 
a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  or 
route  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included 
within  the  longer  distance,  or  to  charge  any  greater 
compensation  as  a  through  route  than  the  aggregate  of  the 
intermediate  rates  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act; 
but  this  shall  not  be  construed  as  authorizing  any  common 
carrier  withm  the  terms  of  this  Act  to  charge  or  receive  as 
great  compensation  for  a  shorter  as  for  a  longer  distance: 
Provided,  however,  That  upon  application  to  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  such  common  carrier  may  in 
special  cases,  after  investigation,  be  authorized  by  the 
Commission  to  charge  less  for  longer  than  for  shorter 
distances  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property; 
and  the  Commission  may  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the 
extent  to  which  such  designated  common  carrier  may  be 
relieved  from  the  operation  of  this  section. 

§  761.  Scope,  of  its  principles. 

The  object  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  in  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  discrimination  between  localities,  is  to  iosure  so 

far  as.  possible  that  localities  which  are  similarly  situated 

•  •■•-  ••  •  ^...— .. 

shall. receive  «qual.  treatment  at  the  hands  of  the  carrier. 
The  Act  xecogoize^, .  IxQweyer,.  that  absolute  equality .  is 
imattainable,..  anil ..^t  .9QiQe:  .diacriminaticm  may  be  al^ 
lowed,  provided  it  is  not  undue.  Whether  any  discriminar 
tion  exists  and  whether  it  is  undue  are  questions  of  fact, 
and  the  burden  is  on  the  carrier  to  justify  itself.  Under 
iihe>  third  section  considerable  freedom  of  action  is  left  to 
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the  carrier  so  long  as  it  ke^s  within  reasonable  limits, 
but  the  fourth  section  sets  up  a  rigid  rule  that  the  rate 
for  a  long  haul  diall  never  be  less  than  for  a  short  haul 
included  therein,  unless  the  question  h^  first  been  pre* 
sented  to  the  Commission  and  its  approval  of  a  depar- 
ture from  the  rute  obtained.  In  the  original  form  of  the 
Act,  the  carrier  was  forbidden  to  discriminate  in  favor  of 
the  long  haul  wh^n  made  ''under  substantially  similar 
circumstance  and  conditions."  This  qualification  made  it 
possible  for  the  carrier  to  determine  for  itself  as  a  pimary 
question  of  fact  whether  or  not  dissimilar  circumstances 
justifying  a  difference  in  rates  existed,  thus  making  it 
impossible  for  the  Commission  to  pass  upon  it  until  an 
application  to  set  aside  the  rate  had  been  made  to  it  by  a 
carrier.  This  virtually  nullified  the  section,  and  accord- 
ingly it  was  amended  in  1910  by  the  omission  of  the  words 
''under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions." Under  the  Act  as  it  now  stands,  it  is  for  the  Com- 
mission and  not  the  carrier  to  make  the  primaiy  decision 
as  to  whether  a  difference  in  conditions  justifying  a 
difference  in  rate  exists.  Applications  for  relief  are  nu- 
merous, and  in  general  whatever  is  recognized  as  a  dis- 
similarity of  circumstances  and  conditions  justifying 
discrimination  under  section  3  will  be  accepted  by  the 
Commission  as  a  sufficient  excuse  for  relief  from  section  4. 
Such  appeals  are  most  frequently  based  on  the  alleged 
existenqe  of  competition  which  the  carrier  must  meet  in 
order  to  participate  in  the  traffic  of  a  giv^i  point.  This 
allegation  is  so  easily  made  and  the  competition  may  so 
easily  be  either  nominal  or  factitious  that  the  Commission 
careiully  scrutinizes  the  facts  for  the  pmpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  the  competition  is  real,  wheti^^r  it  is  sub^ian- 
tialj  and  whether  the  carrier  must  make  a  {n^feraatial 
rate  if  it  desires  to  meet  it.  The  fourth  section  also 
contains  two  other  rigid  rules.  The  long  haul  rate  is 
never  to  be  greater  than  the  sum  total  of  the  locals  in- 
cluded therein,  and  whenever  a  carrier  lowers  a  rate  in 
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order  to  meet  water  competition  it  may  not  afterwards 
increase  its  rate  merely  because  the  water  competition  has 
been  removed. 

Topic  A.    DiscriminaMon  at  Common  Law  and  under  Statute 

§  762.  Locality  has  no  right  at  common  law  to  complain  of 
rates. 
At  common  law  the  carrier  deals  with  individuals,  not 
with  cities  or  towns,  and  only  a  person,  natural  or  arti- 
ficial, has  a  right  to  complain  that  rates  are  too  high. 
Except  imder  a  statute,  a  locality  or  the  citizens  in  general 
cannot  complain  of  the  rates  charged  by  a  carrier. 
At  common  law  the  wrong,  if  any,  is  against  the  individual 
shippers  at  the  various  stations.  They  may  complain  if 
the  rates  charged  them  are  unreasonable.  While  dis- 
crimination in  rates  between  individuals  is  illegal,  even  if 
the  higher  rate  is  reasonable  in  itself,  this  is  not  true  as  to 
discrimination  between  localities.  If  a  general  rate  charged 
to  all  shippers  in  a  certain  place  is  reasonable  in  itself,  it 
is  not  rendered  illegal  merely  because  shippers  in  another 
place  are  chaiged  a  lower  rate;  but  the  lower  rate  may  be 
used  as  evidence  that  the  higher  rate  is  unreasonable.^ 
Though  discrimination  between  localities  is  not  in  itself 
illegal  at  common  law,  it  is  as  offensive  to  sound  public 
policy  and  to  the  principles  of  the  law  of  public  service 
as  is  discrimination  between  individuals.  While  it  is  true 
that  a  carrier  possessed  of  such  power  may  exert  it  for 
the  benefit  of  the  territory  which  it  serves,  it  is  also  true 
that  it  is  a  power  which  cannot  consistently  with  public 
safety  be  lodged  in  the  hands  of  any  individual  or  group 
of  individuals  who  are  not  subject  to  public  control.  While 
it  may  be  used  to  convert  a  wilderness  into  a  city,  it  may 
also  be  used  to  convert  a  city  into  a  wilderness.  The 
public  interest  in  the  equal  treatment  of  localities  by  car- 
riers is  so  obvious  that  in  time  the  courts  might  have 
placed    discrimination    between    locaUties    on    the    same 

*  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  73  Fed.  409. 
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plane  as  discrimination  between  individuals.     Not  having 
done  so,  that  step  has  been  taken  by  legislation. 

§  763.  Statutory  regulation  of  discrimination  between 
localities. 
Under  these  provisions  of  the  Act,  quoted  in  the  first 
section  of  this  chapter,  a  community  is  entitled  to  some- 
thing more  than  a  reasonable  rate;  it  is  entitled  to  a  non- 
discriminatory rate.  A  carrier  may  not  say:  "We  will 
give  to  this  community  a  reasonable  rate,"  and  meet  the 
full  requirement  of  the  law.  It  must  view  its  rates  as  a 
whole,  and  see  to  it  that  they  effect  no  advantage  or  pref- 
erence to  one  community  over  another,  which  does  not 
arise  necessarily  out  of  transportation  advantages  which 
the  one  has  over  the  other.^  A  community  may  be  less 
concerned  with  the  absolute  reasonableness  of  the  rate 
to  which  it  is  subject  than  it  is  with  the  rates  chained  to 
its  competitors.  Minneapolis  and  Duluth,  for  instance, 
are  less  concerned  with  the  amoimt  of  the  rate  than  they 
are  with  the  maintenance  of  the  present  adjustment  to 
those  points  and  to  Chicago.  A  change  in  the  relative 
situation,  even  though  sUght,  may  give  to  one  pre-eminent 
advantage  and  destroy  the  other .^  Any  discrimination  is 
prima  facie  imlawf ul.  It  always  calls  for  explanation.  The 
general  principle  has  been  well  expressed  in  these  words: 
''It  is  insisted  that  these  differentials  give  an  imdue  prefer- 
ence for  the  reason  that  they  are  without  excuse  or  justifi- 
cation. If  the  assumption  of  fact  in  this  statement  is  true, 
the  conclusion  probably  follows.  A  preference  without 
legitimate  excuse  would  be  in  and  of  itself  an  undue  and 
unreasonable  one."*  It  follows,  therefore,  that  ''a  dis- 
turbance of  a  settled  equality  between  localities  by  making 
for  the  first  time  a  difference  between  them  is  prima  fade 

^Railroad  Commiasion  of  Nevada  in   Rates   on   Grain,  21   I.  C.  C. 

V.   Sou.    Pac.    Ry.,    21    I.    C.    C.  22. 

329;  In  re  Advances  in  Demurrage         *Prouty,    Com.,    in    New    York 

Charges,  25  L  C.  C.  314.  Produce  Exchange  v.  Baltimore  ft 

'  In  re  Investigation  of  Advances  O.  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  R^.  613. 
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unreasonable,  and  should  be  looked  upon  with  suspicion.''  ^" 
A  carrier  may  not  serve  one  community  at  the  expense  of 
another,  or  build  a  rate  wall  around  one  point  to  advance 
the  interests  of  a  competing  point."  Neither  may  it  by 
arbitrary  rate  adjustments  determine  that  one  market  shall 
have  a  certam  territory  and  another  market  a  certain  other 
territory.  Every  market  and  every  shipper  has  a  right 
to  go  as  far  as  reasonable  and  non-discriminatory  rates 
will  carry."  Under  such  rates,  producers,  dealers  and 
consumers  have  a  right  to  select  the  markets  to  which 
they  will  ship  their  commodities  and  the  routes  by  which 
they  shall  move."  Where  the  same  carrier  serves  two 
districts  which  are  in  substantially  similar  circumstances 
and  conditions,  the  serving  carrier  cannot  lawfuUy  prefer 
one  in  any  manner  whatsoever."  Equality  between  great 
and  small  is  one  of  the  underlying  principles  of  the  Act." 
Even  if  the  removal  of  an  unjust  discrimination  between 
two  markets  somewhat  injuriously  affects  a  third  market, 
that  fact  would  be  no  excuse  for  permitting  the  unjust 
discrimination  to  continue. '"  If  a  rate  is  unlawful,  the 
effect  of  its  removal  upon  either  the  railway  or  the  shipper 
is  immaterial.  Hence  if  an  application  of  rates  to  actual 
conditions  works  a  discrimination  against  a  local  creamery 
in  favor  of  a  centralizer,  the  rates  are  for  that  reason  un- 
lawful and  should  not  be  maintained,  no  matter  what  the 
effect  upon  the  business  or  the  property  rights  of  the 
centralizer  may  be." 


»  Knapp,  Ck>m.,  In  Board  of  Trade 
of  Lynchburg  v.  Old  Dominion  S.  S. 
Co.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  e32. 

"  Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  C,  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.  CJo.,  26 1.  C.  C. 
53. 

^*In  re  Adyanees  on  Barley,  24 
I.  C.  C.  «64. 

IS  Ck>mmerdal  Club  of  Superior  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  96;  Aransas 
Pass  Cluuinel  &  Dock  Co.  v.  G.  H.  & 
S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  403. 


>«Com  Belt  Meat  Producers' 
Ass'n  V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C. 
376;  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land 
Co.  V.  Southern  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 
286. 

"Harbor  City  Wholesale  Co.  v. 
So.  Pac.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  323. 

^*  Superior  Commerdal  Club  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  342. 

"  Beatrice  Creamery  Co.  r.  I.  C. 
Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  109. 
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§  764.  Lower  rate  as  evidence  of  unreasonableness  of 
higher. 
When  a  rate  between  two  points  is  attacked  by  an  in- 
dividual shipper  as  unreasonable  in  itself,  he  may  offer,  as 
evidence  in  support  of  his  complaint,  to  show  that  rates 
are  lower  for  a  shnilar  haul  between  other  points.  ^^  This 
view  is  well  stated  by  Judge  Severens,  who  said:  "It 
is  assumed  in  argument  by  counsel  in  making  defense  that 
the  rates  to  Chattanooga  are  just  and  reasonable  in  them- 
selves. This,  it  is  said,  is  conceded,  and  upon  the  premises 
it  is  iu*ged,  in  substance,  that  the  public  at  Chattanooga 
has  no  right  to  complain  if  the  respondents  lower  their 
rates  to  Nashville.  In  one  sense,  this  is  true.  But  the 
suggestion  is  fruitful  of  other  considerations.  The  ques- 
tion whether  the  rates  are  just  and  reasonable  in  them- 
selves is  in  some  measure  a  relative  one;  that  is  to  say, 
it  may  be  tested  by  a  comparison  of  the  particular  rates 
with  those  accepted  elsewhere  for  a  similar  service,  and 
whether  the  instances  thus  employed  are  or  are  not  such 
as  by  their  relation  to  the  case  in  hand  are  subject  to 
the  operation  of  some  other  provision  of  the  Commerce 
Act,  is  immaterial.  Besides,  I  think  the  question  of  the 
justness  and  reasonableness  of  rates  under  the  first  section 
is  colored  by  the  other  provisions  of  the  law,  and  by  the 
general  policy  of  the  whole  enactment,  which  is  to  effect 
the  equality  of  charges.  And,  at  all  events,  it  seems  to 
me  clear  that  the  charges  accepted  for  a  longer  haul  may 
be  referred  to  for  the  piu'pose  of  considering  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  charges  made  for  the  shorter  haul."  *^  In 
that  case,  on  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court  did  not  pass  upon 
the  reasonableness  of  the  lower  rate  in  itself  on  the  ground 
that  the  Commission  had  not  done  so.^ 

"State  V.  M.  &  S.  L.  Ry.,  80  ^Interstate   Commerce   Commia- 

Mimi.  191,  83  N,  W.  60;  Cordele  sion  v.  E.  T.,  V.  &  G.  Ry.,  85  Fed. 

Machine  Shops  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  6  107. 

I.  C.  C.  Rep.  361;  Johnson  v.  C,  »  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v. 

M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  181  U.  S.  1,  45 

221.  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct.  516. 
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§  766.  Weight  to  be  given  to  such  evidence. 

How  much  weight  shall  be  given  to  such  evidence  must, 
of  course,  depend  on  the  facts  of  each  case.  When  rates 
to  Danville  were  in  question  the  court  gave  considerable 
weight  to  rates  charged  for  similar  hauls.  "Whether  or 
not  the  Danville  rates  are  reasonable  per  se  is  a  question 
that  has  given  me  no  small  amount  of  trouble.  That  the 
cost  of  transporting  freight  by  wagons  is  not  a  proper 
test  is  very  clear.  The  rates  at  Lynchburg  cannot  be 
alone  used  as  a  basis  of  comparison.  The  criteria  to  which 
I  think  the  greatest  weight  should  be  given  are  as  follows: 
The  opinions  of  expert  witnesses;  the  effect  of  the  present 
rates  on  the  growth  and  prosperity  of  Danville;  the  cost  of 
transportation  as  compared  with  the  rates  charged;  and 
the  rates  in  force  at  nimierous  other  cities,  where  the  cir- 
cumstances are  as  nearly  similar  as  may  be  to  those  pre- 
vailing at  Danville.  The  inconclusive  and  unsatisfactory 
results,  and  the  inherent  difficulties  in  applying  the  above- 
mentioned  tests,  have  led  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
most  satisfactory  test  to  be  applied  in  this  case  is  to  com- 
pare the  Danville  rates  with  those  in  force  at  numerous 
other  cities  and  towns  in  the  South,  where  the  circum- 
stances are  as  nearly  as  may  be  similar  to  those  at  Dan- 
ville. This  has  been  done  by  numerous  witnesses  for  the 
defense.  The  result  of  comparisons  between  these  rates 
and  the  Danville  rates  is  the  conclusion  that '  the  latter 
compare  favorably  with  the  former."  ^*  The  courts,  how- 
ever, recognize  that  the  relation  of  rates  is  the  incongruous 
outcome  of  previous  adjustments  and  changes  made  with 
reference  to  places  other  than  complainant,  rather  than 
the  result  of  any  consistent  plan  having  care  for  the  just 
and  equal  rights  of  all.-- 

§  766.  Higher  rate  not  necessarily  unreasonable. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  that  a  comparison 

'^Quoted  from   McDowell,   Dist.  ''Mayor   &   Council  of  Douglas 

J.,    in    Int.    Com.    Commiasion    v.      v.   A.  B.   &   A.   Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
Southern  Ry.,  117  Fed.  741.  446. 
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of  rates  between  two  places  is  not  of  itsdf  enou^  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  hi^ier  rate  is  unreasonable,  even 
if  the  difference  is  not  explained  by  the  cacrier.  ''The  bill 
in  this  case  charges  that  the  rates  chained  by  the  sppdHees 
on  goods  shipped  from  St.  Louis  and  Tennessee  points  to 
Hampton^  Pla.^  are  unreasonably  high  in  themselves,  in 
violation  of  section  1  of  the  Act  to  R^ulate  Commerce.  As 
we  read  the  opinion  of  the  Commission,  filed  as  an  exhibit 
to  the  bill,  the  Commission  did  not  find  that  the  Hampton 
rates  were  in  and  of  themselves  unreasonable,  but  found 
aigumentatively  that  they  were  too  high,  not  as  based 
upon  the  matters  to  be  considered  in  determining  such 
questions,  as  pointed  out  in  United  States  v.  Freight 
Association, ''  and  Smyth  v.  Ames,^^  but  largely  upon  a 
consideration  of  rates  and  chaises  between  St.  Louis, 
Nashville  and  Chattanooga,  and  Jacksonville  and  Palatka, 
Fla.  The  evidence  submitted  to  the  Commission,  supple- 
mented by  evidence  taken  in  the  Circuit  Court,  is  not 
sufficient  for  us  to  find  affirmatively  that  the  Hampton 
rates  were  in  and  of  themselves  unreasonable.  The  Com- 
mission furnishes  the  authority  for  the  proposition  that 
with  regard  to  the  exaction  of  unreasonable  rates  the  biu*- 
den  of  proof  is  on  the  complainant.^^  Certainly,  the  com- 
plainant has  failed  in  this  instance  to  prove  that  the  Hamp- 
ton rates  were  in  violation  of  the  first  section  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act."  ^  Hence  it  follows  that  if  the 
higher  of  two  rates  is  not  unreasonable  per  se,  the  carrier 
may  remove  a  discrimination  between  two  localities  by 
charging  the  higher  rates  to  both.*^ 

*>  166  U.  S.  331,  17  Sup.  Ct.  540,  in  Intefstate  Com.  Comm.  v.  Nash- 

41  L.  ed.  1007.  ville,  C.  k  St.  L.  Ry.,  130  Fed.  934. 
"  169  U.  S.  646,  18  Sup.  Ct.  418,  "  In  order  to  remove  discrimina- 

42  L.  ed.  819.  tion  in  rates  on  wool  in  favor  of 
**See  Harding  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  Lewiston,  Me.,  against  Skowhegan, 

&  O.  R.  Co.,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  104;  Me.,  earners  advanced  rates  from 

Brewer  v.  L.  k  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  71 1.  C.  Lawrence  to  Lewiston.     Maasachu- 

C.  Rep.  234.  setts-Maine  Wool  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 

^  The  quotation  is  from  Pardee,  J.,  396. 
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§  767.  Reasonableness  of  rate  per  se  immaterial  mider 
statute. 

XJBd^  the  provisions  of  such  a  statute  as  the  Inter- 
state Comm^ce  Act,  the  fact  that  a  rate  is  per  se  rea- 
sonable does  not  disprove  the  charge  that  it  is  unlawful. 
A  rate  may  be  relatively  unreasonable  and  yet  contain 
none  of  the  elements  of  absolute  unreasonableness.^  If 
rates  are  relatively  unjust,  so  that  undue  preference  is 
afforded  to  one  locality  or  undue  prejudice  results  to  an- 
other, the  law  is  violated  and  its  penalties  incurred,  al- 
though the  higher  rate  is  not  in  itself  excessive.^  The 
right  of  one  locality  in  that  r^ard  is  not  increased,  nor  is 
the  equal  right  of  a  competing  locality  diminished,  by 
municipal  subscriptions  which  were  advanced  for  the  build- 
ing of  the  road.^ 

Topic  B.    General  Principles  of  Statutory  Regulation 

§  768.  What  discrimination  is  not  unlawfuL 

It  is  impossible  to  have  a  rate  adjustment  which  places 
all  towns  and  cities  upon  an  exact  equality.'^  The  Act 
clearly  recognizes  that  some  discrimination,  either  slight 
in  extent  or  the  result  of  dissimilar  conditions  or  circum- 
stances beyond  the  carrier's  control,  may  be  permitted. 
Only  such  as  is  imdue  or  unreasonable  is  forbidden  and 
declared  unlawful.'^    Discriminations  covered  by  sections 


>*New  Pittsburgh  Coal  Co.  v. 
H.  V.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  Cf.  121. 

**  Knapp,  Com.,  in  Board  of  Trade 
of  Lynchburg  v.  Old  Dominion  S.  S. 
Co.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  632;  Stacy  Mei^ 
cantile  Co.  v.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  St. 
M.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  550;  Morgan 
Grain  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  19 
I.  C.  C.  460. 

"^Lincohi  Board  of  Trade  y. 
Burlington  4b  M.  R.  R.  R.,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  95,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  147. 

«  Kindel  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  Ry., 
15  I.  C.  C.  555. 

**  New  York  Produce  Exchange  v. 


B.  A  O.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  612; 
Commercial  &  Industrial  Aas'n  of 
Union  Springs  v.  L.  ft  N.  Ry.,  12 
I.  C.  C.  372;  Indianapolis  Freight 
Bureau  v.  C,  C,  C.  ft  St.  L.  Ry.,  15 
I.  C.  C.  504;  Herbeck-Demcr  Co. 
V.  B.  ft  O.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  88; 
Loch  Lynn  Construction  Co.  v. 
B.  ft  O.  Ry.,  17 1.  C.  C.  396;  Raifaxiad 
ComnuBwpn  of  Nevada  v.  So.  F)ftft. 
Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  329;  In  re  Advaaw» 
in  Demurrage  Charges,  25  I.  C.  C. 
314;  Louisiana  Sugar  Planters'  Aas^n 
IP.  L  G.  Ry.,  31 1.  C.  C.  311;  Q«le 
DiHilhsy  ▼.  L.  H.  ft  St.  L.  Ry^  32 
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3  and  4  of  the  Act^  in  so  far  as  they  result  from  the  bona 
fide  action  of  the  carrier  in  meeting  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions not  of  its  own  creation  and  which  are  reasonably 
necessary,  do  not  of  necessity  fall  under  the  condemnation 
of  the  law.'*  It  is  recognized  that  within  certain  limits 
a  carrier  is  bound  to  protect  its  territory  and  make  rates 
which  will  foster  enterprises  upon  its  system,  even  though 
the  result  is  to  discriminate  against  other  enterprises  oT 
a  similar  nature  elsewhere.  But  such  discrimination  must 
not  be  undue. '^  For  instance,  a  carrier  may  not  go  so  far 
as  to  refuse  to  carry  the  products  of  competing  industries 
on  connecting  lines. ^^  Whether  it  is  undue  is  a  question 
of  fact,  not  of  law,'®  in  the  determination  of  which  the 
Commission  is  not  clothed  with  arbitrary  power. '^  Each 
case  must  be  judged  upon  its  own  merits,'*  but  the  Com- 
mission has  held  that  in  general  any  preference  which  is 
conferred  upon  a  city  by  the  mere  policy  of  the  carrier 
and  not  because  of  actual  difference  in  conditions  is  un- 
due.'•  But  if  the  prejudice  arising  out  of  it  against  one 
person  is  not  a  cause  of  advantage  to  another  it  is  not 
imdue.**     In  passing  upon  the  question,  it  is  not  only 


I.  C.  C.  195.  "Under  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  differential  and  dis- 
(aiminative  rates  are  allowable  so  long 
as  they  are  not  unjust  and  do  not  op- 
erate unffidrly,  and  the  essence  of  the 
Act  is  that,  whatever  the  rate,  it  shall 
be  the  same  to  all  persons  similarly 
situated."  Pittsburgh,  etc.,  Ry.  v. 
Mitchell,  175  Ind.  196,  91  N.  E.  735. 
See  also  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
Ry.  V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
fflon,  162  U.  8.  184,  40  L.  ed.  935,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  700,  and  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Alabama  Mid- 
land Ry:,  168  U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed. 
414,  18  Sup.  Ct.  45. 

"Pittsburg  Plate  Glass  Co.  v. 
P.,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  13 1.  C.  C.  87. 

»*  Reliance  Textile  &  Dye  Works 
V.  Southern  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  48;  Re- 
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ceivers  and  Shippers'  Ass'n  of  Cin- 
cinnati V.  C,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry.,  18 
I.  C.  C.  440. 

'*  Standard  Lime  A  Stone  Co.  v. 
Cumberland  Valley  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 
620. 

»  United  States  v.  Tozer,  37  Fed. 
369,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  597;  State  v. 
Adams  Express  Co.,  171  Ind.  138, 
85  N.  E.  337;  Merchants'  Cotton 
Press  &  Storage  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  17 

^  Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 
V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  329. 

^  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New- 
port News  V.  So.  Ry.,  23 1.  C.  C.  345. 

'*In  re  Application  of  Southern 
Pacific,  22  I.  C.  C.  366. 

«  Chicago  Board  of  Trade  v.  A.,  T. 
A  S.  F.  Ry.,  29  I.  C.  C.  438. 
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Intimate,  but  necessary,  to  take  into  consideration,  be- 
sides the  mere  differences  in  charges,  various  elements, 
such  as  the  convenience  of  the  public,  the  fair  interest  of 
the  carrier,  the  relative  quantities  or  volume  of  the  traffic 
involved,  the  relative  cost  of  the  services  and  profit  to  the 
company,  and  the  situation  and  circumstances  of  the  re- 
spective customers  with  reference  to  each  other.*^  Dis- 
crimination which  might  be  unlawful  under  section  3  may 
in  some  cases  be  justified  because  made  in  order  to  avoid 
a  violation  of  section  4.** 

§  769.  Discriminatioii  which  is  not  undue. 

Discrimination  cannot  be  considered  undue  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  unless  it  has  some  appreciable  effect. 
There  may  be  some  disproportion  in  rates  for  which  the 
carrier  is  responsible,  and  which  possibly  results  in  some 
benefits  to  a  given  community  as  against  its  commercial 
rival;  but  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  law  it  must  appear  that 
the  preference  and  advantage  in  the  one  case,  and  the  cor- 
responding prejudice  and  disadvantage  in  the  other,  are 
so  appreciable  and  established  with  such  a  degree  of  cer- 
tainty as  to  be  justly  declared  unreasonable.*'  In  decid- 
ing whether  the  discrimination  complained  of  is  undue, 
the  Commission  cannot  indulge  in  speculation  as  to  the 
motives  which  actuated  the  carrier  in  fixing  an  adjustment 
of  freight  rates  as  between  various  points  of  origin,  but 
can  only  determine  upon  the  facts  and  conditions  whether 
or  not  the  rates  in  question  are  unreasonable  or  unjustly 
discriminatory.**  The  fact  that  the  complainant  has  been 
prosperous,  although  a  matter  to  be  considered,  does  not 


*^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sioA  v.  Baltimore  Sc  O.  R.  R.,  145 
U.  S.  203,  36  L.  ed.  699,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
844,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  92;  Interstate 
Commerce  Comnussion  v.  Chicago 
G.  W.  Ry.,  141  Fed.  1003;  Lincoln 
Board  of  Trade  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  98,  2  I.  C.  C.  156; 


Tifton  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  9 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  160. 

**  Atlanta  Journal  Co.  v.  S.  A.  L. 
Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C .  186. 

^Knapp,  Com.,  in  Commercial 
Club  of  Omaha  v.  Chicago  &  N.  R. 
R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  386. 

^^  Grand  Junction  Mining  Sc  Fuel 
Co.  V.  C.  M.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  452. 
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conclusively  show  that  defendant's  rates  are  not  discruni- 
natory.^'  Nor  can  discrimination  be  predicated  upon  the 
fact  that  complainant's  competitors  are  able  to  under- 
sell complainant.^  A  discrimination  between  localities 
may  be  harmful  and  at  the  same  time  not  constitute  an 
undue  discrimination  because  of  other  factors,  such  as 
railroad  competition.^^  The  Commission  has  held  that  the 
most  satisfactory  test  for  ascertaining  whether  relative 
injustice  is  being  done  one  section  as  compared  with  an- 
other is  the  relative  earnings  per  car.^  Another  way  of 
showing  undue  prejudice  and  disadvantage  under  the 
third  section  is  by  showing  unreasonableness  in  rate 
under  the  first  section  and  then  comparing  it  with  rates 
to  similarly  located  places.^  Comparisons  between  rail- 
roads are  of  little  or  no  value  as  evidence  of  imdue  pref- 
erence,^ but  the  value  of  the  commodity  concerned  may  be 
an  important  factor. ^^ 


§  760.  Interdependence  of  rates  to  various 

The  theory  upon  which  the  Act  is  administered  is  that 
there  is  a  certain  interdependence  in  a  schedule  of  rates, 
and  that  rates  to  various  related  localities  should  not  be 
outrageously  disproportionate.  By  this  test  it  is  not 
enough  that  the  rate  charged  a  particular  locality  is  not 
imreasonable  in  itself;  the  requirement  of  the  Act  is  that 
there  shall  be  no  imdue  preference  or  priority  between  locali- 


^Hitchman  Coal  Sc  Coke  Co.  v. 

B.  &  O.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  612. 

«  Western  Fruit  Jobben'  AaB'n  v. 

C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  417. 
Where  rival  mine  operators  have  the 
same  freight  rates  to  an  equally 
accessible  territory,  the  failure  of  one 
of  them  to  sell  in  the  near-by  markets 
must  be  due  either  to  a  difference 
in  the  quality  of  the  ooal,  the  cost 
of  operating,  or  the  aggressiveness 
of  the  respective  selling  forces.  These 
are  disadvantages  which  can  be  re- 
moved only  by  the  complainant  and 
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do  not  constitute  undue  prejudice. 
North  Fork  Cannel  Coal  Co.  v. 
A.  A.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  241. 

«  Gund  A  Co.  v.  C,  B.  A  Q.  Ry., 
26  I.  C.  C.  326. 

^Osark  Fruit  Growers'  Ass'n  v. 
St.  L.  &  8.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  106.* 

«•  Board  of  Trade  of  Carroliton  v. 
C.  of  G.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  154. 

MStonega  Coal  A  Coke  Co.  v. 
L.  A  N.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  17. 

*'  Coke  Producers'  Aas'n  of  Con- 
nellsville  v.  B.  A  O.  By.,  27  I.  C.  C. 
125. 
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ties  unless  the  circumstances  and  conditions  are  dissimilar. 
These  elemfiUtary  principles  were  well  set  forth  by  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission  in  applying  the  Act  in  a 
Miimesota  case.^^  ''It  is  said  that  the  rate  from  St.  Cloud 
is  reasonable  in  and  of  itself.  A  rate  can  seldom  be  con- 
sidered 'in  and  of  itself.'  It  must  be*  taken  almost  invari- 
ably in  relation  to  and  in  connection  with  other  rates.  The 
freight  rates  of  this  country,  both  upon  different  commodi- 
ties and  between  different  localities,  are  largely  interde- 
pendent, and  it  is  the  fact  that  they  do  not  bear  a  proper 
relation  to  one  another,  rather  than  the  fact  that  they  are 
absolutely  dtiier  too  low  or  too  high,  which  most  often 
gives  occasion  for  complaint,  and  which  is  the  ground  of 
complaint  here.  A  rate  of  12  cents  per  hundred  pounds  on 
flour  from  St.  Cloud  to  Duluth  may  be  reasonable  when 
compared  with  a  similar  rate  from  Minneapolis.  When 
compared  with  a  rate  of  5}/^  cents  from  the  latter  place, 
it  is  certainly  prima  facie  grossly  unreasonable.  Minneapo- 
lis and  St.  Cloud  are  competitors  in  the  milling  business, 
and  whmi  this  defendant  charges  the  St.  Cloud  miller  12 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  for  transporting  his  flour  from 
St.  Cloud  to  Duluth,  while  it  chturges  the  Minneapolis 
miller  but  5^  cents  for  identically  the  same  service  plus 
an  additional  haul  of  60  miles,  it  is  guilty  of  a  discrimina- 
tion against  the  St.  Cloud  shipper,  which  is  not  justified 
by  the  circumstances  of  this  case.''  But  in  order  to  show 
undue  preference,  comparison  is  to  be  made  between  the 
different  rates  of  the  same  carrier.  No  undue  discrimina- 
tion is  proved  by  the  fact  that  a  carrier  maintains  lower 
rates  from  points  on  its  line  than  other  carriers  mftintrfun 
on  the  same  traffic  from  near-by  points  on  their  lines.  ^' 

§  761.  No  vested  right  in  preferential  rates. 

A  rate  which  is  imduly  discriminatory  should  when  dis- 
covered be  removed.    A  community  can  never  acquire  a 

»Q«wge   Tikston    Mill    Co.    v.         •'Stoneea  Coal  &  Coke  Co.   v. 
No.  Pac.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  354.  L.  A  N.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  17. 
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vested  right  in  an  undue  preference.  Mere  lapse  of  time 
cannot  be  permitted  to  rob  a  locality  of  its  right  to  relief 
from  a  schedule  which  in  view  of  changed  conditions 
would  be  a  manifest  discrimination  if  continued.**  To 
remove  an  unjust  preference  an  advance  in  rates  may  be 
permitted  **  or  a  reduction  may  be  ordered."  A  reduction 
may  also  be  suspended  when  the  effect  of  such  suspension 
will  be  to  prevent  an  imjust  discrimination.*^  In  case  of 
any  such  changes  the  burden  is  then  on  the  carrier  to 
adjust  its  rates  in  such  a  way  as  to  meet  the  conditions 
that  will  arise  in  consequence  thereof,**  and  the  Com- 
mission in  ordering  the  change  does  not  thereby  give  its 
approval  to  the  necessary  readjustment.  *•  When  an  un- 
due discrimination  is  made  to  appear,  the  Commission 
will  not  be  deterred  from  ordering  a  change  by  fear  of 
disrupting  commercial  conditions,*^  or  by  the  fact  that  it 
will  lead  to  a  disturbance  of  long-standing  adjustments,*^ 
or  interfere  with  a  general  scheme  adopted  by  several 
roads  entering  the  same  territory.*^  But  a  long-established 
rate  has  a  certain  presumption  in  its  favor,  and  the  Com- 
mission will  give  much  weight  to  rates  to  which  com- 
mercial conditions  have  adjusted  themselves,**  and  will  pro- 

**  Mississippi  River  Case,  28  I.  C.  491;  Columbia  Grocery  Co.  v.  L.  A 

C.  47.  N.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  602;  MUbum 

»» Tanta  Bros.  A  Co.  v:  L.  V.  Ry.,  Wagon  Co.  v.  L.  S.  A  M.  S.  Ry.,  22 

17  I.  C.  C.  167.  I.  C.   C.  93;  Indianapolis  Freight 

«•  Kindel  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  A  H.  Ry.,  Bureau  v.  C,  C,  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.,  26 

16  I.  C.  C.  655;  Scott  Paper  Co.  I.  C.  C.  53;  Wickwire  Steel  Co.  v. 

V.  Penn.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  601.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  168. 

"  Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v.  **  Black  Mountain  Coal  Land  Co. 

I.  C.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  645.  v.  Southern  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  286. 

»  Baer  Brothers'  Mercantile  Co.  v.  »  Ohio  Allied  Milk  Product  Ship- 

M.  P.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  225;  Chat-  pers  v.  E.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  622; 

tanooga  Feed  Co.  v.  A.  G.  8.  Ry.,  Chattanooga  Feed  Co.  v.  A.  G.  S. 

22  I.  C.  C.  480.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  480;  Chamber  of 

>*  In  re  Advances  on  Manganese  Commerce  of  New  York  v.  N.  Y.  C. 

Ore,  25  I.  C.  C.  663.  A  H.  R.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  55;  Wmaor 

«  Middlesboro  Board,  of  Trade  v.  Coal  Co.  v.  C.  A  A.  Ry.,  52  Fed. 

L.  A  N.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  14.  716.      But    compare    Matthews   v. 

*^  Kansas  City  Transportation  Bu-  Board  of  Corp.  Commissioners,  106 

reau  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  Fed.  7. 
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ceed  with  caution  when  a  change  of  one  rate  will  neces- 
sitate a  widespread  readjustment.*^  The  carrier  also  must 
pay  respect  to  existing  conditions;  and  where  an  indus- 
try has  been  required  to  pay  for  a  long  period  of  time 
rates  of  freight  on  raw  material  which  bear  certain  relations 
to  rates  charged  to  competitors  at  other  points,  a  marked 
change  in  such  rate  relations  in  favor  of  competing  indus- 
tries cannot  be  made  without  an  attendant  presumption  of 
undue  discrimination.*^ 


§  762.  Discrimination  explained  by  local  circumstances. 

Circumstances  may,  however,  so  explain  the  difference 
between  the  rates  compared  as  to  deprive  the  lower  of  any 
bearing  on  the  higher.  "It  is  earnestly  contended  by  coun- 
sel for  the  appellant  that  the  rates  at  the  longer-distance 
points  being  shown  to  be  reasonably  remunerative,  and  the 
rates  at  the  shorter-distance  points  being  admitted  to  be 
higher,  the  latter  must,  of  logical  necessity,  be  found  to  be 
unreasonably  high,  and  therefore  unreasonable  and  unjust, 
and  such  as  give  an  undue  preference  to  the  longer-distance 
points,  and  subject  the  shorter-distance  points  to  an  xmdue 
and  unreasonable  prejudice  and  disadvantage.  It  will  be 
perceived  that  this  argument  excludes  aU  consideration  of 
the  force  of  competition,  and  ignores  its  presence  at  the 
longer-distance  points  and  its  comparative  absence  from 
the  shorter-distance  points.  What  is  a  reasonable  action, 
or  a  reasonably  remunerative  rate  for  carriage,  at  a  given 
time  and  place,  necessarily  has  relation  to  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  bearing  upon  the  actor  or  upon  the 
carrier  at  the  time  and  place."  *•  As  will  be  seen  in  the 
subsequent  discussion,  competition  is  the  circumstance 
which  is  most  commonly  relied  on  to  justify  discrimina- 
tion; but  any  of  the  circumstances  which  were  discussed 

**  Southwestern   Shippers'    Traffic  ical  Works  v.  M.  C.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C. 

Ass'n  V.  A.,  T.  A  8.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  357. 

570.  ^  McCormicky    J.,    in    Interstate 

**  Howard  Mills  Ck).  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ck)m.  Comm.  v.  Western  &  A.  R.  R., 

Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  258;  Detroit  Chem-  93  Fed.  83. 
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in  fonnflT  chapten  as  afieetmg  the  distance-ehaige  would 
be  of  equal  patmence.  An  apparent  diacriminatiiBi  nuQr 
ihenioK  upon  an  examination  of  all  the  cironmstances 
prove  to  be  a  reasonable  and  equitable  adjustment. 

§  763.  Distance  as  a  factor  in  late  maidag. 

In  comparing  rates  from  two  points  to  a  common  des- 
tination, distance  is  the  first  factor  to  consido',  though  it 
is  not  controlling  nor  always  the  most  important.  As  has 
often  been  stated,  rates  are  not  made  on  a  ton-mile  basis, 
and  th^  cannot  be  expected  to  bear  an  exact  proportion 
to  the  distance.*'  Rates  may  somethne  be  made  an  an 
arbitrary  mileage  basis;  but  the  commerce  of  the  country 
is  now  established  on  a  diflferent  basis,  and  the  CommisBion 
at  this  time  declines  to  undertake  such  a  revolution  as  a 
change  to  a  mileage  basis  would  involve.^  The  Commis- 
sion has  hdd  that  in  the  case  of  long  hauls,  ranging  from 
650  to  1245  miles,  a  considerable  addition  in  mileage  could 
wdl  be  overlooked,  eepeeisMy  where  the  necessity  exists  of 
maintaining  points  of  production  and  consumption  on  an 
equality  with  their  competitors.^  If,  however,  the  locali- 
ties are  neighboring  ones  and  the  conditions  substantially 
the  same,  distance  should  govern.^    Spokane  was  ri^t  in 


^  LaCrosse  M.  &  J.  Union  v.  C,  M. 
A  St.  P.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  9, 1 1. 
C.  C.  629;  BualneflB  Men's  Anodation 
V.  C,  8.  P.  N.  &  O.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  41,  2  I.  C.  C.  52;  BuaineaB 
Men's  Association  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  48,  2  I.  C.  C.  73 
lincoln  Boanl  of  Trade  v.  B.  &  N 
Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  95,  2  I.  C.  C 
147;  Poughkeepne  lion  Co.  v.  N.  Y 
C.  A  H.  R.  Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep 
248,  4  I.  C.  C.  195;  James  &  M.  B 
Co.  V.  C,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry.,  3  Int 
Com.  Rep.  682;  Board  of  Railway 
CommisBionera  v.  A.,  T.  A,  S.  F.  Ry., 
8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  304;  Kansas  Qty 
Transportation  Bureau  y.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  195;  Greater 
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Des  Moines  Committee  ▼.  C,  M.  A 
St.  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  73;  Chnaha 
Grain  Exchange  ▼.  C.  A  N.  W.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  424;  Interstate  Commeree 
Commisenon  v.  Union  Pac.  Ry.,  222 
U.  S.  541,  32  Sup.  Ct.  108,  56  L.  ed. 
308. 

«  Wichita  Board  of  Trade  v.  A.  A 
S.  Ry.,  29  I.  C.  C.  376. 

**  Lumber  Rates  Texas,  etc.,  to 
Oklahoma  and  Miasouri,  28  I.  C.  C. 
471.  See  also  William  Co.  V.  U.  S.  A 
P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  482. 

^  James  v.  E.  T.,  V.  A  G.  Ry.,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  609,  3  I.  C.  C.  225; 
Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v.  C,  M. 
A  St.  P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  65, 
5  I.  C.  C.  264;  Hill  v.  N.  C.  A  St.  L. 
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its  contention  that  a  schedule  .which  permits  merchandise 
to  be  hauled  from  the  east  over  t^e  Cascade  moimtains  to 
Seattle  and  back  again  to  the  consumer  on  the  east  side  of 
that  range  must  be  wrong.^^  In  any  case  the  relative 
difference  should  not  be  arbitrary  or  uxureasonable.^^ 
The  comparative  distance  should  be  tested  by  the  distance 
over  the  shortest  available  route  from  the  place  of  ship- 
ment to  the  point  in  question/^ 

§  764.  Difference  between  tiirough  and  local  rates. 

As  a  general  rule  the  through  rate  should  be  less  than 
the  smn  of  the  intermediates  on  account  of  tihe  fewer 
terminal  services  involved.^^  Hence  it  follows  that  a 
through  rate  over  several  roads  may  be  proportionally 
smaller  than  the  local  rate  over  one  of  the  roads;  and  in 
the  division  of  a  through  rate  one  road  may,  therefore, 
properly  accept  a  smaller  amount  than  it  would  charge  for 
a  carriage  to  or  from  its  own  t^minus.    Such  a  propor- 


Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  343;  Brewer  v. 
L.  &  N.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  2^; 
In  re  Alleged  Violation  of  Act,  8 1.  C. 
C.  Rep.  290;  Union  Tanning  Ck).  y. 
Southern  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  159;  Edgar 
&  Sons  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
181;  Cherokee  Lumber  Ck).  v.  A.  C. 
L.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  438;  Traffic  Bu- 
reau of  Nashville  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  533;  Kansas  Wholesale 
Grocery  Co.  v.  A.  &  W.  Ry.,  32  I.  C. 
C.  139. 

^^  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  162. 

'*  Toledo  Produce  Exchange  v.  L. 
8.  A  M.  S.  Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  830, 
5  I.  C.  C.  166;  Gerke  Brewing  Co. 
▼.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  267, 
5  I.  C.  C.  696;  Rea  v.  M.  &  O,  Ry., 
7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  43. 

'*  Milwaukee  Chamber  of  Com- 
meroe  ▼.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  7  I.  C. 
C.  Rep.  481. 


'*  Montgomery  Freight  Bureau  v. 
W.  Ry.  of  A.,  14  I.  C.  C.  150;  WU- 
liams  Co.  v.  V.,  S.  A  P.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C. 
482;  Winona  Carriage  Co.  y.  Penn. 
Ry.,  18 1.  C.  C.  334;  Bott  Bros.  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  C,  B.  A  Q.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
136;  Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 
V.  N.  C.  O.  Ry.  &  S.  V.  Ry.,  22  I.  C. 
C.  205;  Bluefield  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519;  Lumber- 
men's Exchange  of  St.  Louis  v.  A.  & 
S.  R.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  220;  Raikoad 
Commission  of  Or^on  y.  So.  Pac. 
Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  273;  Appalachia 
Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  25 1.  C.  C. 
193;  In  re  Advances  on  Potatoes,  25 
I.  C.  C.  247;  Jubita  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry., 
27  I.  C.  C.  44;  Washington  Milling 
Co.  V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  546; 
Iowa  State  Board  v.  A.  E.  Ry.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  193;  Boston  Chamber  of 
Commerce  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  230. 
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tional  rate  cannot  be  used  as  a  conclusive  standard  by 
which  to  measure  the  reasonableness  of  the  intermediate 
rate/^  nor  is  it  an  \mdue  preference  against  its  own 
terminus/*  Therefore,  the  inland  portion  of  export  rates 
may,  without  undue  discrimination,  be  less  than  the 
domestic  rate,"  and  conversely,  a  carrier  may  lawfully 
make  an  import  rate  from  a  port  in  the  United  States  to 
an  interior  destination  less  than  its  domestic  rate  over  the 
same  route.^^  But  in  order  to  justify  such  a  practice,  it 
must  appear  when  the  conunodity  was  delivered  to  the 
domestic  carrier  that  it  was  intended  for  export.  Otherwise 
the  domestic  rate  must  be  charged.^  A  shipper's  ''state  of 
mind  in  relation  to  the  goods — that  is,  his  intention  to  ex- 
port them  and  his  partial  preparation  to  do  so  " — does  not 
make  them  export  traffic.^  But  the  rates  to  a  given  port 
may  not  vary  because  the  ultimate  destination  of  the 
goods  is  different.^^  As  between  two  points  on  a  con- 
necting line,  it  would  seem  that  the  carrier  should  not 


^^  Southern  lUinois  Millers'  Ass'ii 
V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  672; 
Southwestern  Shippers'  Traffic  Ass'n 
V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  570; 
Wichita  Board  of  Trade  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  825;  New  Fittft- 
burgh  Coal  Co.  v.  H.  V.  Ry.,  26  I.  C. 
C.  121;  Board  of  Trade  of  Winston- 
Salem  V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
146;  Pulp  and  Paper  Manufacturers' 
Ass'n  V.  C,  M.  *  St.  P.  Ry.,  27  I.  C. 
C.  83;  Sandstone,  Minn.-Missouri 
River  Buildmg  Stone  Rates,  2B  I.  C. 
C.  269. 

»  Parsons  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry., 
63  Fed.  903, 11 C.  C.  A.  489,  affirmed, 
167  U.  S.  447,  42  L.  ed.  231,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  887;  Tozer  v.  United  States,  52 
Fed.  917,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  245; 
Crews  V.  lUchmond  &  D.  R.  R.,  1  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  703,  1  I.  C.  C.  401;  Mo- 
Morran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  2. 
Int.    Com.   R^.   604,   3   I.   C.   C. 


^  Texas  &  Pac.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  162  U.  8. 
197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666; 
Konble  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  R.,  8 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  110;  Re  Export  and 
Domestic  Rates,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  214, 
modifying  the  view  earlier  expressed 
in  Detroit  Board  of  Trade  v.  Grand 
Trunk  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  R^.  ,199, 
2  I.  C.  C.  315;  New  York  Produce 
Exch.  V.  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  553,  3  I.  C.  C.  137; 
Erickson  Co.  v.  C,  M.  d  St.  P.  Ry., 
29  I.  C.  C.  414. 

^  Joseph  UUman  v.  Adams  Esqiress 
Co.,  14  I.  C.  C.  340;  New  Orleans 
Board  of  Trade  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  23  I. 
C.  C.  465. 

^  Port  Arthur  Milling  Co.  v.  T.  ^ 
S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  696. 

"Coe  V.  ErroU,  116  U.  S.  517,  20 
L.  ed.  715,  6  Sup.  Ct.  475. 

'^  New  Orleans  Board  of  Trade  v. 
I.  C.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  465. 
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discrimmate,  but  accept  the  same  amount  as  its  share  of 
the  through  charge  on  each.^'  And  similarly  if  a  lower 
through  or  export  rate  is  allowed  to  one  station  on  a 
railroad,  a  similar  rate  should  be  allowed  to  other  sta- 
tions.*' 


§  766.  Railroad  rates  tend  toward  a  cost  basts. 

Rate  r^ulation  upon  legal  principles,  basing  the  rate 
charged  ultimately  upon  the  cost  of  the  service,  will  not 
in  the  case  of  railroads,  as  many  fear,  mean  an  immediate 
recoiu'se  to  a  mileage  basis.  The  chief  reason  that  it  can 
never  come  to  that  basis  altogether  is  that  mere  mileage, 
as  all  authorities  recognize,  never  measures  the  cost  of  the 
service.  It  is  fundamental  that  a  long  haul  is  relatively 
cheaper  per  ton  than  a  short  haul.*^  This  is  all  the  clearer 
if  the  shorter  haul  has  unusual  physical  obstacles  making 
it  actually  more  expensive;  it  will  then  justify  a  lower 
rate  for  a  longer  haul.®*^  Moreover,  the  less  expensive  ter- 
minals may  make  the  longer  route  the  cheaper,  so  that 
sometimes  business  may  be  better  handled  if  great  volumes 
of  low-grade  freights  are  diverted  from  congested  points 
by  differential  rates.  It  is  also  often  justifiable  to  group 
together  various  stations  for  convenience  in  making  rates. 


»  Calloway  ▼.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  7  I.  C. 
C.  R^.  431. 

"  Re  Export  and  Domestic  Rates, 
8 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  214;  Chicago  F.  P.  C. 
Co.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  8 1.  C.  C. 
Rep.  316. 

**  In  the  Federal  courts  particularly 
there  have  never  been  any  doubts 
that  this  rule  justified  the  making  of 
a  lower  rate  per  ton-mile  for  a  longer 
haul.  See  among  many  others:  Union 
Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  United  States,  117 
U.  S.  355,  29  L.  ed.  920,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
772;  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Interstate  Com.  Comm.,  181 
U.  S.  1, 46  L.  ed.  719, 21  Sup.  Ct.  516; 
Toser  v.  United  States,  52  Fed.  917; 

43 


Northern  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  Keyes, 
91  Fed.  47;  Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis,  H.  d  G.  Co.,  156  Fed.  728; 
St.  Louis  *  8.  F.  Ry.  v.  Hadley,  168 
Fed.  317;  Missouri,  K.  A  T.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Love,  177  Fed.  493. 

''The  possibility  that  the  actual 
cost  of  the  shorter  transportation  be- 
tween certun  points  may  be  greater 
than  that  of  a  longer  transportation 
between  other  points  is  made  much  of 
in  the  English  cases.  See  among 
many  others:  Bellsdyke  Coal  Co.  v. 
North  British  Ry.  Co.,  2  Ry.  &  C.  Tr. 
Cas.  105;  Coal  Co.  v.  Caledonia 
Ry.  Co.,  2  Ry.  &  C.  Tr.  Cas. 
39. 
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These  and  many  other  considerations  may  be  set  beside  the 
mere  mileage  involved.  The  most  satisfactory  comparison 
to  ascertain  whether  relative  injustice  is  being  done  to  one 
section  as  against  another  is  through  the  earnings  per  car.^ 
But  undoubtedly  rate  r^ulation  in  the  future  will  pay  more 
attention  to  operating  cost  and  mileage  tables  than  in  the  past. 

§  766.  Various  systems  of  making  distance  rates. 

These  statutory  provisions  affect  rate  making  only  to  a 
certain  extent.  ''There  are  fom*  principal  methods  of 
making  rates  to  localities:  that  prevailing  in  the  Trunk 
line  Territory,  in  practical  compliance  with  the  fourth 
section;  that  in  the  Southeastern  Territory,  where  basing 
points  or  trade  centers  are  recognized  to  which  through 
rates  are  made  and  the  local  rates  are  added  for  rates  to 
tributary  territory.  To  the  Pacific  coast,  water  competi- 
tion has  brought  about  low  rates,  and  a  combination  of 
these  with  the  local  rate  back  fixes  the  rates  for  the  inte- 
rior moxmtain  territory  points.  In  the  case  under  con- 
sideration rates  are  made  to  Colorado  common  points  with 
Denver,  Colorado  Springs,  Pueblo  and  Trinidad  named  as 
such  points  in  the  schedules,  but  there  are  several  himdred 
smaUer  intermediate  pomts  to  which  the  rates  apply,  so 
that  the  system  is  nearly  the  equivalent  of  a  blanket  rate, 
or  a  like  rate  for  a  krge  territory.  The  coast  system  of 
rate  making  by  adding  the  local  back  to  the  low  through 
rate  arouses  complaints,  for  the  reason  that  the  shortest 
haul  where  the  system  prevails  has  the  highest  rate;  that 
is,  rates  are  lower  the  nearer  to  the  coast  terminal — an 
apparent  violation  of  the  fourth  section.  The  basing  point 
system  arouses  friction,  in  that  rival  centers  and  shorter- 
distance  points  demand  like  privileges,  and  the  blanket 
rate  finds  objectors  where  an  important  point  is  ambitious 
to  supply  the  siurounding  territory.  Each  has  its  ad- 
vantages and  each  is  open  to  some  objections."  ^    The 

"  Ozark  Fruit  Growers'  Ass'n  v.         ^  Quoted  from  Kindel  y.  Boston  & 
St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  106.         A.  R.  R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  495. 
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system  of  basing  points  was  held  illegal  by  the  Commis- 
sion,^ but  in  this  it  was  not  sustained  by  the  Supreme 
Court.^  Somewhat  inconsistently  the  Commission  has 
always  favored  group  rates,**  whereby  competition  in 
commodities  carried  is  preserved.*^ 

§  767.  Burden  upon  the  railroad  to  defend  discriminatory 
rates. 
Whenever  a  carrier  establishes  a  discrimmatory  rate,  it 
assumes  the  burden  of  justifying  it.  Every  discriminatory 
rate  is  prima  facie  unlawful,  and  it  can  be  sustained  only 
by  showing  that  it  is  authorized  by  some  provision  of  the 
Act.  The  burden  of  showing  this  rests  upon  the  carrier. 
In  a  case  involving  the  rates  to  Boston  from  Fredericton 
and  Fairfield,  two  places  situated  upon  different  branches 
of  the  same  road,  Commissioner  Veazey  said:  ''A  depar- 
ture from  equal  mileage  rates  on  different  branches  or 
divisions  of  a  road  is  not  conclusive  that  such  rates  are 
unlawful,  but  the  burden  is  on  the  company  making  such 
departure  to  show  its  rates  to  be  reasonable  when  disputed. 
The  essential  question  here  is  one  of  relatively  reasonable 
rates;  not  whether  either  rate  is  reasonable  in  itself.  It  is 
the  effect  of  the  carriers'  action  at  one  point  upon  the 
legitimate  business  prosperity  of  another  point,  which  is 
the  vital  point  in  this  controversy.  If  the  present  Frederic- 
ton  rate  does  not  actually  result  in  profit,  the  carriers 
should  not  seek  to  control  or  stimulate  traffic  from  that 
point  by  making  the  rate  so  low;  and  if  they  carry  for 
unusually  small  compensation  from  that  place  they  do  so 


"Hamilton  v.  Chattanooga,  R.  & 
C.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Ck)m.  Rep.  482,  4 
I.  C.  C.  686;  Perry  v.  Florida,  C.  & 
P.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  740, 6 1.  C. 
C.  97;  HiU  v.  NaahviUe,  C.  &  S.  L. 
Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  343;  Gustin  v. 
AtchiBon,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  277;  Hampton  Board  of  Trade 
V.  Nashville,  C.  &  S.  L.  Ry.,  8  I.  C. 
C.  Rep.  503. 


"  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion y.  Louisville  A  N.  R.  R.,  190 
U.  S.  273,  47  L.  ed.  1047,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
687. 

»  Howell  V.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W. 
R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  162,  2  I.  C. 
C.  Rep.  272. 

*iMilk  Dealers'  Ass'n  v.  Dela- 
ware, L.  &  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
92. 
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under  the  plain  injunction  of  the  law  that  their  action 
must  not  inflict  undue  prejudice  or  disadvantage  upon 
other  communities  or  persons.  When  a  carrier  engages  in 
transportation  for  which,  by  reason  of  competitive  condi- 
tions or  for  purposes  of  its  own,  it  receives  less  rates  from 
some  patrons  and  at  some  localities,  it  accepts  the  legal 
obligation  to  give  impartial  service  to  other  patrons  and 
at  other  localities  that  sustain  similar  relations  to  the 
traffic." »« 

Topic  C.    What  Constitutes  Undue  Prejudice 

§  768.  Provisions  against  undue  prejudice. 

It  is  not  enough  under  the  Act  that  transportation 
charges  to  a  certain  place  should  be  reasonable  in  them- 
selves. Rates  must  also  be  relatively  reasonable  as  com- 
pared with  those  to  other  places  on  the  same  line  in  order 
to  prevent  unlawful  discrimination.'*  Every  coromunity  is 
entitled  to  a  non-discriminatory  rate.'*    The  fundamental 


«  Logan  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  431,  2  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  604.  See  also  Manufacturers  & 
Jobbers'  Union  v.  Minneapolis  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  115,  4 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  79;  Alpha  Portland 
Cement  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C. 
446. 

••Boards  of  Trade  Union  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  608;  Detroit  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
199,  2  I.  C.  C.  315;  Re  Tariffs  of 
Transcontinental  Lines,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  203,  2  I.  C.  C.  324;  Milwaukee 
Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Flint  &  P. 
M.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  393,  2  I. 
C.  C.  553;  Manufacturers'  &  J. 
Union  v.  Minneapolis  &  S.  L.  Ry.,  3 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  115,  4  I.  C.  C.  79; 
Lynchburg  Board  of  Trade  v.  Old 
Dommion  S.  S.  Co.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
632;  Phillips  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 
8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  93;  Black  Mountain 
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Coal  Land  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  15  I. 
C.  C.  286;  Board  of  Trade  of  \Tm8ton- 
Salem  v.  N.  A  W.  Ry.  Co.,  16 1.  C.  C. 
12;  In  re  Investigation  of  Rates  on 
Meats,  22 1.  C.  C.  160;  Lumbermen's 
Exchange  of  St.  Louis  v.  A.  &  S.  R. 
Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  220;  Baker  ▼.  Cum- 
berland Valley  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  668. 
When  from  a  geographical  stand- 
point two  rate  groups  are  correspond- 
ing timber-producing  sections,  they 
should  take  the  same  rates.  Big 
Blackfoot  MiUing  Co.  v.  N.  P.  Ry. 
Co.,  16 1.  C.  C.  173. 

**  R.  R.  Commission  of  Kansas  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  22  L  C.  C. 
407;  Topeka  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  A.  & 
V.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  428:  "Justice 
cannot  be  done  to  Nevada  unless 
Nevada  points  are  put  on  a  practical 
parity  with  points  in  eastern  Wash- 
ington and  eastern  Oregon."  R.  R. 
Commission  of  Nev.  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  19 
I.  C.  C.  238. 
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principle  of  the  Act  is  one  of  fair  play.**  Hence  a  carrier 
may  not  give  preferential  rates  to  shippers  or  commodities 
or  localities,  even  though  by  so  doing  it  would  develop 
the  greatest  amount  of  traffic  for  itself.  A  carrier  which 
has  built  up  a  seaport  of  its  own  may  not  discriminate  in 
favor  of  that  port,^  nor  may  it  build  a  rate  wall  around 
one  point  in  order  to  advance  the  interests  of  a  competing 
point,'^  nor  by  arbitrary  adjustment  of  rates  determine 
where  wheat  shall  be  milled  or  flour  shall  be  marketed,^ 
nor  may  it  foster  the  industries  upon  its  own  sjrstem  by 
undue  discrimination  against  industries  at  points  on  other 
systems,**  nor  make  rates  whereby  the  jobbers  in  a  given 
city  are  enabled  to  extend  their  trade,*  nor  favor  one  city 
at  the  expense  of  another  as  a  mere  matter  of  railroad 
poUcy,^  or  because  it  is  an  assembling  point  for  freight,' 
nor  retain  to  itself  the  limaber  market  at  points  on  its 
own  line  for  the  benefit  of  producing  points  thereon  to  the 
exclusion  of  producing  points  on  other  lines,  ^  nor  dis- 
criminate in  favor  of  a  point  where  it  maintains  a  mar- 
ket.' Undue  discrimination  is  not  confined  to  transporta- 
tion charges,  but  may  be  found  in  demurrage  •  charges,^ 


**  Mobile  Chamber  of  Commeroe 
V.  M.  4  O.  Ry.  Ck).,  23  I.  C.  C. 
417. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  L.  A  N.  Ry.,  118  Fed.  613. 

^  Alabama  Coal  Operators'  Ass'n 
V.  So.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  230;  Indianap- 
olis Freight  Bureau  v.  C,  C,  C.  &  St. 
L.  Ry.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  63;  Aran- 
sas Pass  Channel  &  Dock  Co.  v.  G. 
H.  A  S.  A.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  403. 

•  VaUey  Flour  Mills  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  73. 

••  Reliance  Textile  A  Dye  Works  v. 
8.  Ry.  Co.,  13  I.  C.  C.  48. 

'  In  re  Advances  on  Knitting  Fac- 
tory Products,  25  I.  C.  C.  634. 

*In  re  Application  of  Southern 
Fteific  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  366. 

*Iowa  State  Board  of  Railroad 


ConmiissionerB    v.    A.    E.    Ry.,    28 
I.  C.  C.  193. 

*  Lumber  Rates  Texas,  etc.,  to 
Oklahoma  A  Missouri,  28  I.  C.  C. 
471;  Aransas  Pass  Channel  A  Dock 
Co.  V.  G.  H.  A  S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C. 
C.  403;  but  see  also  Avery  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
20.  Western  traffic  may  not  be  ex- 
terminated in  a  desire  to  serve  the 
Oklahoma  coal  industry.  Wichita 
Falls  System  Joint  Coal  Rate  Cases, 
26  I.  C.  C.  215. 

*  Wilson  Produce  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Ry.  Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  116. 

*  Pennsylvania  Miller's  State  Ass'n 
V.  Philadelphia  A  Reading  Ry.  Co., 
8 1.  C.  C.  531;  Galveston  Commercial 
Aas'n  V.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  26  I.  C. 
C.  216. 
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or  millmg-in-transit  charges/  or  in  the  granting  of  transit 
privileges  at  one  point  which  are  denied  at  another,* 
or  in  the  allowance  of  elevator  charges  at  one  point  and 
not  at  another,'  or  in  the  granting  of  round-trip  and 
week-end  fares  to  one  point  which  are  refused  to  others,*® 
or  in  making  joint  or  through  rates  at  one  point  and  not  at 
another,"  or  in  performing  a  switching  service  at  one 
point  which  is  refused  at  another,*^  or  in  attempting  to 
make  the  rate  depend  on  whether  the  goods  were  brought 
to  the  place  of  shipment  by  the  defendant  carrier.**  Where 
the  rate  to  an  intermediate  point  is  not  shown  to  be 
unreasonable  in  itself  and  there  is  no  competition  between 
such  point  and  a  farther  distance  point  enjoying  a  lower 
rate  from  the  same  point  of  origin,  section  3  is  not  vi- 
olated.*^ Nor  can  a  complaint  alleging  xmdue  prejudice 
against  a  city  in  that  it  is  deprived  of  joint  rates  be  sus- 
tained when  the  joint  rates  have  been  canceled  at  the 
points  alleged  to  have  been  unduly  preferred.**  No  dis- 
crimination can  be  found  in  favor  of  a  point  to  which  the 
commodity  involved  never  moved,*®  nor  can  discrimination 
against  a  distributing  point  be  predicated  merely  upon 
the  fact  that  the  combination  of  in-bound  and  out-bound 
rates  on  such  distributing  point  exceeds  the  combination  on 
a  competitive  distributing  point.  *^    An  xmdue  discrimina- 


'Spiegle  &   CJo.   v.   So.   Ry.,    19 

*  Sondheimer  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry.  Co., 
20I.C.C.606.  Granting  Los  Angeles 
terminal  rates  because  of  water  com- 
petition at  San  Pedro  and  refusing 
such  rates  at  San  Pedro  constituted 
unlawful  discrimination.  Harbor 
City  Wholesale  Co.  of  San  Pedro  v. 
So.  Pac.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  323. 

•  City  Council  of  Atchison  v.  Mo. 
Pac.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  Ill;  Duncan  & 
Co.  V.  N.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
590;  Suflfern  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry., 
22  I.  C.  C.  178. 
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"Beach  v.  A.  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  26 
I.  C.  C.  410. 

^^  Coal  Rates  on  the  Stony  Fork 
Branch,  26  I.  C.  C.  168. 

"  Alan  Wood,  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v. 
P.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  640. 

"  Basoom  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  P.  Ry., 
17  I.  C.  C.  364. 

^*  Kellogg  Toasted  Com  Flake  Co. 
V.  M.  C.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  604. 

"  Baker  Commerdal  Club  v.  O.  W. 
R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  281. 

"  Consumers'  Ice  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  A 
S.  F.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  277. 

*'  In  re  Advances  on  Knitting  Fao- 
tmj  Products,  25  I.  C.  C.  634. 
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tion  against  a  given  point  may  be  effected  as  well  by 
a  joint  rate  as  by  a  one-line  rate;  and  the  carrier  that  is  a 
party  to  a  joint  rate  is  no  less  responsible  when  the  dis- 
crimination under  such  rate  can  be  controlled  by  it;  than  it 
would  be  in  similar  circumstances  xmder  its  own  one-line 
rate,^®  but  it  is  not  responsible  for  rates  made  by  a  con- 
necting road.^'  If  a  joint  rate  is  made  with  a  carrier  in  a 
foreign  country,  and  the  portions  of  the  combination  rate 
made  by  the  American  carrier  are  just  and  reasonable,  any 
discrimination  that  exists  must  be  due  to  the  foreign  carrier, 
over  whom  the  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction.^  Where 
one  railroad  is  owned  by  another,  although  operated 
entirely  separately,  the  Commission  is  supposed  to  regard 
the  two  railroads  as  one  in  determining  whether  the  rates 
established  by  them  xmduly  discriminate  between  different 
sections.^*  In  other  words,  the  test  of  discrimination  is  the 
ability  of  one  of  the  carriers  participating  in  a  through 
route  to  put  an  end  to  the  discrimination  by  its  own 
act.** 

§  769.  Discrimination  resulting  from  intrastate  rates — ^the 
Shreveport  case. 

The  discrimination  with  which  the  Commission  has  had 
most  frequent  occasion  to  deal  was  that  resulting  from 
the  act  of  the  carrier.  In  fact  it  had  become  almost 
axiomatic  that  if  the  carrier  was  not  a  free  agent, — ^if 
its  action  was  forced  by  conditions  which  it  could  not 
control,  or  was  compelled  by  public  authority, — then  the 
resulting  discrimination  was  not  one  for  which  the  carrier 
could  be  held  responsible.  Hence  in  a  proceeding  attack- 
ing a  rate  adjustment  between  various  competitive  coal 
fields  to  a  large  number  of  consuming  centers,  the  Com- 

"Rates   from    WaLsenburg   C!oal  '^Receiyers'  &  Shippers'  Ass'n  of 

Field,  26  I.  C.  C.  85.  Cindnnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry., 

»  Crews  ▼.  R.  &  D.  Ry^  1 1.  C.  C.  18  I.  C.  C.  440. 

R.  703, 1 1.  C.  C.  401.  »  Elevator  Allowances  at  St.  Louis 

»  Fullerton  Lumber  A  Shingle  Co.  and  East  St.  Louis,  30  I.  C.  C.  696. 
▼.  B.  B.  &  B.  C.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  376. 
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mission  held  that  if  a  purely  State  rate  to  those  centers 
was  involved,  it  was  powerless  to  make  an  aflirmative 
order,  although  it  might  properly  note  the  existence  of 
discrimination. ''  This  was  bound  to  give  rise  to  an  awk- 
ward situation,  for  where  jobbing  centers  are  situated  near 
State  lines,  an  advance  of  the  interstate  charge  and  the 
retention  of  the  existing  charge  on  State  shipments  must 
necessarily  result  in  discrimination  against  the  former.'^ 
The  whole  matter  has  now  been  settled  in  a  most  satis- 
factory manner  by  the  recent  decision  of  the  Supreme 
CJourt  in  the  Shreveport  case.'^  Complaint  was  made  that 
a  carrier  operating  between  Dallas,  Texas,  and  Shreveport, 
Louisiana,  made  rates  eastward  from  Dallas  to  other 
Texas  points  much  lower  than  the  rates  from  Shreveport 
to  those  points,  although  the  distance  from  Shreveport 
might  be  considerably  less.  For  instance,  the  rate  on 
wagons  from  Dallas  to  Marshall,  Texas,  a  distance  of 
147.7  miles,  was  36.8  cents,  while  from  Shreveport  to 
Marshall,  a  distance  of  42  miles,  it  was  56  cents.  The 
defense  of  the  carrier  was  that  its  rates  between  Texas 
points  were  fixed  by  the  Texas  Railroad  Commission,  and 
that  such  rates  were  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission.  The  latter  held  that  while 
intrastate  rates  might  be  beyond  its  control,  the  resulting 
discrimination  against  points  in  other  States  was  not; 
and  it  ordered  that  all  rates  between  Dallas  and  Shreve- 
port be  put  upon  a  distance  basis  and  so  adjusted  as  to 
avoid  discrimination.  The  carrier  appealed  on  the  groimd 
that  since  the  discrimination  found  by  the  Commission 
to  be  unjust  arose  out  of  the  relation  of  intrastate  rates 
maintained  imder  State  authority  to  interstate  rates  that 
have  been  upheld  as  reasonable,  its  correction  was  beyond 

s*  Wilmington  Tariff  Ass'n  v.  C.  P.  ><  In  re  Rates  for  Single  Packages, 

A  V.  A.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  48;  Andy's  22  I.  C.  C.  328. 

Ridge  Coal  Co.   v.   Southern   Ry.,  *»  Houston  &  Texas  Ry.  v.  United 

18  I.  C.  C.  405;  Saunders  &  Co.  v.  States,  234  U.  S.  342,  58  L.  ed.  1341, 

Southern  Exprcfis  Co.,  18  I.  C.  C.  34  Sup.  Ct.  833. 
415. 
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the  Gonunission's  power.  This  contention  was  not  sus- 
tained. The  Supreme  Court,  speaking  through  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Hughes,  said,  '' Wherever  the  interstate  and  intrastate 
transactions  of  carriers  are  so  related  that  the  government 
of  the  one  involves  the  control  of  the  other,  it  is  Congress, 
and  not  the  State,  that  is  entitled  to  prescribe  the  final 
and  dominant  rule."  Congress  has  ''the  power  to  foster 
and  protect  interstate  commerce,  and  to  take  all  measures 
necessary  and  appropriate  to  that  end,  although  intrastate 
transactions  of  interstate  carriers  may  thereby  be  con- 
trolled." The  court  also  found  that  section  3  of  the  Act 
vested  the  Commission  with  power  to  make  the  order  in 
question.  This  decision  is  directly  in  line  with  the  previous 
decisions  of  the  court  holding  that  interstate  commerce 
is  a  unit  subject  in  all  its  parts  to  Federal  control. 

§  770.  Discrimination  by  means  of  rate  adjustments. 

The  rules  against  discrimination  apply  not  only  to  rate 
schedules  imposed  for  the  first  time,  but  also  to  all  ad- 
vances or  reductions  in  rates.  It  is  obvious  that  rates  may 
be  so  related  to  each  other  that  to  change  one  without 
changing  the  others  would  necessarily  result  in  an  unjust 
discrimination.^  Hence  where  rates  are  too  low  and  an 
mcrease  is  justified,  the  advance  should  be  made  in  such  a 
manner  as  not  to  discriminate.^  It  is  also  recognized  that 
rates  may  be  advanced  for  the  express  purpose  of  equalizing 
rates  in  effect  over  other  roads.  ^  This  interdependence 
of  rates  makes  it  necessary  when  passing  upon  the  pro- 
priety of  an  increase  in  rates  to  inquire  whether  such 

*  Davenport  Commercial  Club  y.  Detroit  rate  or  a  cut  in  the  rate  from 

Y.  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  19;  New  York.     Gottron  Bros.  Co.  v. 

Lumbermen's  Exchange  of  St.  Louis  G.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C. 

V.  A.  A  S.  R.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  220.  38. 

If  rate  from  New  York  to  C.  F.  A.  '^  In  re  Advances  on  Ice,  24 1.  C.  C. 

points  is  discriminatory  as  compared  660;  In  re  Advanoes  on  Oil,  25  I.  C. 

with  the  rate  to  same  points  from  C.  349. 

Detroit,    the    adjustment    may    be  **  Omaha-Wisconsin  Grain  Rates, 

rectified  only  by  an  increase  in  the  28  I.  C.  C.  602. 
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increase  would  result  in  an  undue  discrimination!^  and  a 
carrier  may  properly  ask  whether  an  enforced  reduction 
to  one  point  will  not  entail  reductions  to  other  points 
which  it  cannot  afford  to  make.^  But  if  the  rates  of  an 
existing  schedule  do  not  bear  a  just  or  equitable  relation 
to  each  other,  the  fact  that  advances  or  reductions  would 
disturb  the  existing  relation  is  not  a  conclusive  argument 
against  the  change.'^  On  the  other  hand,  the  effect  which 
a  given  rate,  if  ordered,  will  have  upon  the  whole  schedule 
of  rates  cannot  be  ignored  by  the  Commission,  and  the 
consequences  which  it  foresees  may  well  cause  it  to  hesitate 
to  require  a  change.  To  a  petition  for  the  establishment  of 
carload  rating  on  cotton-piece '  goods  between  the  Missis- 
sippi and  Missouri  rivers  and  not  elsewhere,  the  Commis- 
sion answered  that  to  make  such  an  order  would  throw 
out  of  balance  the  relation  of  rates  on  cotton-piece  goods 
throughout  the  country — ^a  consequence  which  it  might 
well  hesitate  to  incur.'*  In  such  cases,  therefore,  the 
necessity  for  reUef  must  be  clear  and  imperative.  In 
dealing  with  certain  commodities,  especially  those  of  low 
grades,  it  has  long  been  the  custom  of  carriers  to  group  a 
number  of  stations  in  a  wide  expanse  of  territory  and 
place  the  whole  under  one  rate.''  This  involves,  of  course, 
a  considerable  disregard  of  distance  and  varymg  degrees 
of  inequality,  but  this  is  not  of  necessity  unreasonable 
when  the  situation  is  viewed  from  every  standpoint.'* 
The  chief  justification  of  the  practice  Ues  in  the  fact  that 
it  places  all  producers  in  the  group  on  the  same  footing  at 
a  market.'*  A  group  rate,  however,  must  not  be  so  ar- 
ranged as  to  produce  an  undue  discrimination.    To  place 

»  Grain  Rates  in  C.  F.  a.  Territory,  "Kansas     City     Transportation 

28  I.  C.  C.  549.  Bureau  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  16 

"^  Ck)lumbia  Chamber  of  Ck)mmerce  I.  C.  C.  195;  Moise  Bros.  Co.  v. 

V.  So.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  339.  C,  R.  I.  *  P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  550. 

»» Fairmont  Creamery  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  •♦  Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v. 

A  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  661.  T.  S.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  323. 

"Taylor  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Mo.  "Ferguson  Saw  Mill  Co.  v.  St. 

Pac.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  205.  L.,  I.  M.  A  S.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  396. 
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a  point  in  a  group  to  which  it  does  not  belong  may  preju- 
dice it  quite  as  substantially  as  a  discrimination  in  the 
amount  of  the  rate  would  do.'^  If  this  system  is  adopted 
it  must  be  applied  without  discrimination  to  all  places 
similarly  situated.'^  Each  case  must,  therefore,  stand  on 
its  own  merits,**  and  if  it  appears  that  the  rate  adjust- 
ment which  was  intended  to  do  substantial  justice  be- 
tween aU  shippers  generally  has  resulted  in  individual 
instances  in  disproportionate  inequality,  it  has  failed  of 
its  purpose  to  that  extent,  and  the  arbitrary  theory  upon 
which  it  was  built  should  yield  sufficiently  to  prevent 
gross  injustice.^ 

§  771.  Conditions  which  are  not  dissimilar. 

On  the  other  hand,  circumstances  and  conditions  are  not 
so  dissimilar  as  to  justify  a  preference  because  the  city 
preferred  has  subscribed  toward  the  building  of  the  road,^ 
or  because  it  is  much  lai^er  and  has  more  important  and 
extensive  business  interests  than  another,**  or  because  it 
is  an  assembling  point,  *^  or  because  it  possesses  an  option 
market,**  or  because  it  is  a  trade  center.**  The  Ck)mmis- 
sion  has  even  held  that  the  fact  that  a  city  is  an  important 
market  should  be  a  reason  against  rather  than  for  dis- 
crimination in  its  favor.  *^  Lack  of  proper  pohcing  at  a 
transit  point  is  not  groxmd  for  the  maintenance  of  rate 


^  Corporation  Ck)miniaBion  oi 
North  Carolina  v.  N.  A  W.  Ry.,  19 
I.  C.  C.  303,  affirmed  in  N.  db  W. 
Ry.  V.  United  States,  195  Fed. 
953. 

'^Columbia  Qrooery  Co.  v.  L.  & 
N.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  602. 

'^Mushosee  Traffic  Bureau  y.  A., 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  169. 

"Alpha  Portland  Cement  Co.  y. 
B.  *  O.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  446. 

^  lincohi  Board  of  Trade  y.  B.  & 
M.  Ry.,  2  I.  C.  C.  95. 

«  Troy  Board  of  Trade  v.  Ala.  M. 


Ry.,  4 1.  C.  C.  348, 6 1.  C.  C.  1;  Com- 
mercial Club  of  Duluth  y.  B.  &  O. 
Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  639. 

^*Iowa  State  Board  of  Railroad 
CommissionerB  y.  A.  E.  Ry.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  193. 

*•  Chamber  of  Conmieroe  of  New 
York  y.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  Ry.,  24 
I.  C.  C.  55;  Payne-Gardner  Co.  v. 
L.  &  N.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  638. 

^^  Bowling  Green  Business  Men 
y.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  228. 

«•  In  re  Rates  on  Salt,  24  I.  C.  C. 
192. 
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discrunination  against  that  point.  ^  The  financial  inability 
of  the  defendant  is  no  answer  to  a  charge  of  undue  pref- 
erence/^ nor  the  fact  that  its  line  is  so  long  and  circuit- 
ous that  it  is  obliged  to  make  rate  concessions  in  order 
to  share  in  the  traffic.^  It  must  be  remembered  that  it 
is  only  dissimilarity  in  transportation  conditions  which 
justify  preferential  rates.  Commercial  and  transporta- 
tion conditions  must  not  be  confused.  The  condition  of 
the  market  as  to  any  specific  commodity  is  not  the  con- 
trolling element.^  So  long  as  a  rate  is  fair  and  just  from 
the  standpoint  of  service  performed,  the  Commission  may 
not  take  into  account  either  the  relative  cost  of  production 
at  competing  points, '^  nor  the  price  at  which  the  shipper 
markets  his  product.*^  Neither  the  amount  of  traffic  in- 
volved,^* nor  the  size  of  a  community, '^^  nor  the  absence 
of  competition  between  manufacturers  can  justify  prefer- 
ences and  prejudices. ^^  The  fact  that  the  complaining 
locality  has  advantages  in  other  territory  naturally  tribu- 
tary to  it  does  not  constitute  a  difference  of  condition 
which  subjects  it  to  discrimination  in  favor  of  localities 
not  having  those  advantages.  ^^  In  determining  rates  on 
imported  goods,  the  Commission  may  not  refuse  to  reduce 
them  on  the  ground  that  to  do  so  would  give  an  advantage 


*  Indianapolis  Freight  Bu]:eau  v. 
Cf  C.|  C.  A  St.  L.  rty^  26  I.  O.  C 
53. 

«  Brewer  v.  L.  A  N.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
224;  Mayor  &  Council  of  Boston  v. 
A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  50. 

«  B.  &  A.  Ry.  V.  B.  &  L.  Ry.,  1 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  500,  1 1.  C.  C.  158. 

•  Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  A 
S.  F.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  56. 

» Colorado  Coal  Traffic  Ass'n  v. 
C.  &  8.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  572;  Inves- 
tigation of  Alleged  Unreasonable 
Rates  on  Meats,  22  I.  C.  C.  160; 
Empson  Packing  Co.  v.  C.  M.  Ry., 
22  I.  C.  C.  268;  Oklahoma  Portland 
Cement  Co.  v.  M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  24 
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I.  C.  C.  158;  Sheridan  Chamber  of 
Commerce  v.  C,  B.  A  Q.  Ry.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  250. 

'^  Oklahoma-Colorado  Potato 
Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  298. 

"  Beach  v.  A.  A.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
410. 

"Harbor  City  Wholesale  Co.  of 
San  Pedro  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  19 1.  C.  C. 
323;  Suflfem  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry., 
22  I.  C.  C.  178;  In  re  Rates  on  Salt, 
24  I.  C.  C.  192. 

**  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Mason 
V.  C,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C. 
263. 

'*  Sioux  City  Commercial  Club  ▼. 
C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  110. 
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to  foreign  manufacturers  on  account  of  inadequate  import 
duties.^  The  Act  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Conmiission 
to  administer  was  not  passed  for  the  purpose  of  re-enforc- 
ing the  tariff  law  in  the  matter  of  protection  from  foreign 
competitors."  Whatever  it  may  be  permissible  for  car- 
riers to  do  for  the  favoring  of  industries  or  for  granting 
them  a  larger  measure  of  protection  against  foreign  com- 
petition than  Congress  has  given  them,  no  such  power  may 
lawfully  be  exercised  by  the  Commission.^  Likewise  the 
Commission  has  no  authority  to  order  the  same  rates  on 
flour  for  export  as  on  wheat  for  export  for  the  purpose  of 
placing  American  millers  on  a  competitive  equality  with 
foreign  miUers,  in  the  absence  of  legislation  by  Congress 
adopting  such  a  national  policy. '^^  But  on  the  other  hand, 
if  a  town  is  recognized  as  an  important  trading  center, 
and  has  gained  and  retained  such  recognition  through  un- 
due discrimination,  the  position  thus  attained  is  not  such 
a  difference  of  circumstance  as  justifies  preferential  rates.*^ 
Carriers  should  keep  in  close  touch  with  commercial  con- 
ditions pertaining  to  sales  of  commodities  and  the  needs  of 
communities,  and  adjust  their  charges,  as  far  as  practi- 
cable, within  reasonable  linuts,  to  meet  those  conditions 
and  encourage  trade  and  the  movement  of  freight.  But  it 
cannot  be  held  to  be  the  duty  of  the  carrier  so  to  adjust 
its  charges  as  to  insure  to  a  market  the  Continuance  of 
trade  which  it  once  enjoyed,**  nor  to  equalize  the  value  of 
commodities  in  their  final  distribution,*^  nor  vary  its  own 
charges  to  accord  with  the  differing  values  of  the  same 
commodity  produced  by  different  shippers.*' 

••  Union  Pacific  Tea  Co.  v.  Penn-  ■•  Bulte  Milling  Co.  v.  C.  &  A.  Ry., 

sylvania  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  546.  15  I.  C.  C.  351. 

■^  In  re  Advances  on  Manganese  ^  Payne-Gardner  Co.  v.  L.  A  N. 

Ore,  25  I.  C.  C.  663.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  638. 

» A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  *^  Baltimore    Chamber    of    Com- 

CoDunerce    Commission,    190    Fed.  merce  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  596. 

591;  Southern  Pac.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  *'  Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v. 

Commerce  Commission,  219  U.  S.  T.  S.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  323. 

433,  55   L.    ed.   283,  31    Sup.  Ct.  » Hafey  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  15 

288.  I.  C.  C.  245. 
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§  772.  Dittimilarity  of  conditioii  is  a  qoestioii  of  fact 

The  question  as  to  what  in  any  particular  case  justifies 
a  difference  of  rate  is  one  of  fact.*^  ''As  the  third  section 
of  the  Act,  which  forbids  the  making  or  giving  any  imdue 
or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any  particular 
person  or  locality,  does  not  define  what,  under  that  section, 
shall  constitute  a  preference  or  advantage  to  be  undue 
or  unreasonable,  and  as  the  fourth  section,  which  forbids 
the  charging  or  receiving  greater  compensation  in  the  ag- 
gr^ate  for  the  transportation  of  like  kinds  of  property 
for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  haul  over  the  same  line, 
under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions, 
does  not  define  or  describe  in  what  the  similarity  or  dis- 
similarity of  circumstances  and  conditions  shall  consist, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  whether,  in  particular  instances, 
there  has  been  an  imdue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or 
preference,  or  whether  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
of  the  carriage  have  been  substantially  similar  or  otherwise, 
are  questions  of  fact,  dependii^  on  the  matters  proved 
in  each  case."  •^  The  amendment  of  the  fourth  section 
adopted  in  1910  and  the  construction  put  upon  it  in  the 
Intermountain  Rate  Cases  (see  post,  sec.  783)  make  it 
even  more  clear  that  deviation  from  the  rigid  long-and- 
short-haul  rule  depends  upon  questions  of  fact  to  be 
determined  by  the  Commission. 

§  773.  Discrimination  against  points  off  the  line. 

When  the  question  was  first  presented  to  the  Commission 
as  to  whether  a  carrier  could  be  held  for  discrimination 
against  points  not  on  its  line,  the  Commission  held  with 

««Shira8,   J.,   in   Interstate  Com-  2  Q.  B.  229;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  & 

merce  Com.   v.   Alabama  Midland  Tex.  Pac.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  Commerce 

Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18  Commission,  162  U.  S.  184,  40  L.  ed. 

Sup.  Ct.  46,  B.  &  W.  433.  935,  16  Sup.  Ct.  700;  Texas  A  Pacific 

**  Citing   Denaby    Main    Colliery  Railway    v.    Interstate    Commerce 

Co.  V.  Manchester,  &c.,  Ry.  Co.,  3  Commission,  162  U.  S.  197,  40  L.  ed. 

Uy.   &   Can.   Cas.   426;   Phipps   v.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666. 
(x>ndon   &    Northwestern    Railway, 
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great  positiveness :  ''It  would  be  quite  absurd  to  charge 
a  railroad  with  giving  a  preference  or  advantage  to  a 
community  which  it  does  not  serve,  and  it  is  equally  illogi- 
cal to  say  that  it  can  prejudice  or  discriminate  against 
such  a  conamunity."  ••  Some  years  later  the  Commission 
said:  ''A  carrier  cannot  discriminate  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  except  as  between  those  whom  it  serves  or 
whom  it  may  lawfully  be  required  to  serve.  It  is  not 
guilty  of  discrimination  merely  because  it  does  not  afford 
as  favorable  rates  as  others  served  in  diflferent  territory, 
though  the  products  carried  by  each  are  brought  to  the 
same  market.  The  law  does  not  deal  in  these  matters 
with  all  carriers  collectively  as  a  single  unit  or  system, 
but  its  commands  are  directed  to  each,  with  respect  to  the 
service  which  it  is  required  to  perform."  ^  The  unqualified 
stand  here  taken  has  long  since  been  abandoned.  A  more 
guarded  statement  is  that  a  carrier  cannot  be  said  to  dis- 
criminate against  a  town  which  it  does  not  reach  and  in 
whose  carrying  trade  it  does  not  participate.**  The  most 
frequently  recognized  exception  to  the  rule  with  which  the 
Commission  started  is  found  in  the  case  of  joint  rates.  An 
undue  discrimination  against  a  given  point  may  be  effected 
by  a  joint  rate  as  easily  as  by  a  one-line  rate;  and  if  a 
carrier  enters  into  a  joint  rate  which  results  in  discrimi- 
nation which  it  could  control,  it  is  no  less  responsible 
than  it  would  be  if  the  discrimination  were  the  result  of 
a  one-line  rate.*®    Each  carrier  that  participates  in  joint 


''Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade  v. 
C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
65.  Even  though  the  unqualified 
rule  of  this  case  has  long  since  been 
abandoned,  its  language  is  frequently 
found  in  later  decisions.  See  Friend 
Paper  Co.  v.  C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry., 
18  I.  C.  C.  178;  Utica  Traffic  Bureau 
V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C. 
271;  Schmidt  &  Sons  v.  Mich.  Cent. 
Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  535.  But  an  exam- 
ination of  the  facts  in  each  case  will 


usually  show  that  while  the  Commis- 
sion still  clung  to  the  language  of  the 
Eau  Claire  case  it  had  certain  qual- 
ifications in  mind. 

*^  Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v. 
T.  S.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  323. 

<s  Chamber  of  Conmierce  of  Ash- 
bum  V.  G.  S.  &  F.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C. 
140;  Blodgett  Milling  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  448. 

••  Ashland  Fire  Brick  Co.  v.  So. 
Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  115;  Rates  from  the 
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rates  is  responsible  for  the  discrunination  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  its  rails  do  not  extend  to  the  point  preferred.''^ 
That  a  carrier  does  not  directly  serve  a  city  is  no  defense 
to  a  charge  of  undue  discrimination  where  such  carrier 
participates  in  the  carrying  trade  of  that  city.^*  On  the 
other  hand,  the  fact  that  the  rails  of  a  carrier  ^ctend  both 
to  the  point  allied  to  be  unduly  preferred  and  to  its 
rival  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  a  preference,  since  it  is 
still  open  to  the  carrier  to  show  that  it  does  not  in  fact 
serve  the  point  which  it  is  claimed  is  favored.^^  In  short, 
the  Ck)nm]J8sion  looks  at  the  facts  of  the  traffic  in  question. 
If  it  appears  that  it  is  controlled  by  a  carrier  which  is 
using  its  power  to  effect  undue  discriminations,  then  such 
carrier  will  be  held  responsible  whether  it  has  actual 
physical  connection  with  the  point  in  question  or  not.  A 
carrier  whose  rails  do  not  extend  to  a  given  city  will  be 
considered  as  having  its  rails  extended  thereto  if  it  has 
trackage  rights  into  it  over  the  rails  of  another  carrier  or 
if  it  owns  or  controls  a  road  that  enters  it.^'  If  it  is 
sought  to  fix  responsibility  upon  a  carrier  for  a  preference 
resulting  from  a  joint  rate  in  which  it  participates,  it 
must  appear  that  the  carrier  entered  into  such  joint  rate 
voluntarily.^*  If  the  joint  rate  was  forced  upon  it,  as  for 
instance  by  the  order  of  a  State  commission,  the  Com- 
mission formerly  held  that  the  carrier  was  not  responsible 
even  though  it  profited  by  such  rates,^^  but  this  has  been 

Walaenburg  Coal  Field,  26  I.  C.  C.  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  York 

86.  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  Ry.,  34  I.  C.  C. 

^Manufacturers     &     Merchants'  55;  La  Grange  Chamber  of  Com- 

AflB'n  V.  A.  &  A.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  merce  v.  A.  A  W.  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 

116;  Galveston  Commercial  Ass'n  v.  178. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  216;  "Holland    Blow    Stave    Co.    v. 

Greenbaum  Co.  v.  C.  &  O.  Ry.,  25  A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  81. 

I.  C.  C.   362;  Southern  Furniture  ^*  Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 

Manufacturers'  Aas'n  v.  So.  Ry.,  26  Gt.  Nor.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  93. 

I.  C.  C.  379.  ^*  Partridge  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Penn. 

7>Raihx)ad   Commission    of   Ten-  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  484. 

nessee  v.  A.  A.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  418;  ^*  Railroad  Commismon  of  Kansas 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Newport  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C. 

News  V.  So.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  346;  407. 
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reversed  by  the  decision  in  the  Shreveport  case  (sec.  769). 
On  the  other  hand,  a  carrier  which  refuses  to  participate  in 
rates  to  points  not  reached  by  its  lines  while  participating 
in  rates  to  other  points  similarly  situated  may  be  held  for 
undue  prejudice.^  A  carrier  which  enters  into  joint  rates 
with  other  carriers  by  that  act  greatly  curtails  its  own 
freedom  of  action.  Thus  it  is  undue  prejudice  for  a 
carrier  to  deny  to  points  on  its  lines  a  transit  privil^e  at 
Chicago  while  participating  in  through  rates  under  which 
other  carriers  grant  such  a  privilege  to  complainants' 
competitors  on  their  lines." 

§  774.  What  constitutes  a  through  line. 

To  determine  what  constitutes  a  through  line  is  not 
always  an  easy  matter.  A  case  which  is  much  cited  but 
which  it  is  difficult  to  support  is  that  of  Indiana  Steel 
&  Wire  Ck).  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.^*  The  facts  were  these: 
For  a  number  of  years,  several  carriers,  forming  an  associa- 
tion known  as  the  Arkansas  Freight  Committee,  by  tariffs 
duly  published,  maintained  identical  rates  on  steel  and 
wire  products  from  what  was  known  as  Chicago-Cincinnati 
territory.  In  1907,  without  dissolving  their  association,  they 
divided  this  territory  at  the  Indiana-Illmois  line,  and  estab- 
lished higher  rates  to  the  east  of  that  line.  Complaint 
having  been  made  that  this  was  discriminatory,  the  Com- 
mission held  that  by  making  their  original  grouping  of 
territories,  the  carriers  became  bound  to  maintain  reason- 
able and  non-discriminatory  rates  throughout  the  group 
'^  without  any  regard  to  the  line  or  lines  of  the  carriers 
on  which  the  shipment  originates  or  over  which  it  must 
pass  from  origin  to  destination.  The  identical  through 
rates  and  joint  rates  from  Chicago-Cincinnati  territory 
to  Arkansas  common  points  were  voluntarily  established 

» AUentown  Portland  Cement  Co.  "  16  I.  C.  C.  155.     Followed  in 

V.  P.  &  R.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  448.  Railroad  Commission  of  Tennessee  ▼. 

"  Van  Natta  Bros.  v.  C,  C,  C.  &  A.  A.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  418. 
St.  L.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  1. 

44  [  689  ] 


§  776  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

by  the  defendants  and  formally  maintained  for  many  years 
prior  to  1907  without  complaint  or  question  by  shippers 
or  carriers  as  to  their  reasonableness  and  justness.  The 
carriers  failed  to  show  su£Scient  grounds  for  such  advance 
in  1907,  and  they  have  wholly  failed  to  show  any  sufficient 
or  reasonable  grounds  for  such  advanced  rates  and  changed 
regulations."  Commissioner  Knapp,  who  wrote  the  opin- 
ion in  the  Eau  Claire  case,  dissented.  The  effect  of  this 
decision  is  that  when  traffic  from  two  points  of  origin 
on  different  lines  is  carried  to  a  point  on  a  common  con- 
necting Une  under  joint  rates  in  a  single  tariff  to  which 
all  three  lines  are  parties,  a  through  line  or  group  of  lines 
is  formed  which  serves  the  whole  territory  covered  by  the 
rate  schedule,  and  makes  it  possible  for  a  carrier  to  dis- 
criminate against  a  point  which  is  only  constructively  on 
its  line.  The  Commission  has  frequently  said  that  it 
cannot  treat  the  railways  of  the  country  as  a  unit,  but  it 
takes  a  long  step  in  that  direction  when  it  treats  so  large 
a  group  of  them  as  a  unit.  The  Commission  has  also  added 
new  terrors  to  joint  traffic  arrangements,  by  holding  that 
all  the  lines  participating  in  such  agreements  constitute 
for  rate  purposes  one  line. 

§  776.  EqualizatLon  of  economic  advantages — ^Economic 
theory. 
A  theory  of  fixing  rates  which  appeals  to  many  econo- 
mists and  which  is  but  a  modification  or  special  application 
of  the  rule  for  charging  what  the  traffic  will  bear  is  the 
theory  that  rate  making  should  be  used  to  equalize  the 
advantages  which  one  locaUty  may  possess  over  another, 
in  much  the  same  way  that  advocates  of  a  protective 
tariff  argue  that  import  duties  should  be  used  to  equaUze  the 
cost  of  production.  If  a  sea  port  is  near  the  great  grain- 
producing  centers,  other  ports  argue  that  this  advantage 
of  location  should  be  overcome  by  such  differentials  as 
will  enable  them  to  obtain  "their  share"  of  the  traffic. 
This  theory,  dangerous  as  it  is  from  a  legal  standpoint, 
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has  been  accepted  in  some  of  the  State  courts.  Thus  in  a 
Minnesota  case,  Judge  Ck)llins  justified  the  raib-oad  com- 
mission in  prescribing  an  abnormally  low  rate  for  a  long 
haul  of  coal  as  compared  with  other  commodities  and 
other  distances  upon  commercial  considerations  of  the 
sort  above  described,  "namely,  the  application  of  prin- 
ciples when  fixing  rates  which  are  forced  upon  common 
carriers  by  various  conditions  and  circumstances  and  are 
in  common  practice  among  them, — a  business  policy 
which  actuates  and  influences  the  carriers  themselves 
to  disregard  a  rule  of  strict  comparison  and  strict  equality 
as  between  bulk,  or  weight,  or  value  as  well  as  distance 
of  carriage.'^  ^  And  in  a  Greorgia  case  where  the  issue  also 
was  whether  the  railroad  commission  had  acted  irrationally 
in  taking  economic  considerations  into  account  in  fixing 
the  rate  upon  particular  commodities  between  stations. 
Judge  Evans  said,  "We  do  contend  that  the  Commission, 
in  the  discharge  of  its  duty  to  fix  reasonable  rates,  is  not 
precluded  from  the  consideration  of  economic  conditions 
recognized  by  the  carriers  in  the  conduct  of  their  business. 
The  full  purpose  of  the  creation  of  the  Commission  would 
be  thwarted  if  it  could  not  consider  and  act  on  every 
economic  or  industrial  factor  potentially  influencing  the 
operation  of  a  railroad  and  the  transportation  of  freight. 
It  cannot  act  arbitrarily  nor  by  edict  produce  abnormal 
conditions  of  trade;  it  cannot  display  favoritism  by  capri- 
ciously giving  preferential  rates  to  one  locality  which  are 
denied  to  another.  It  may,  however,  recognize  the  traffic 
conditions  between  given  points,  and  adjust  its  schedule 
to  meet  these  conditions."  ^  Even  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  has  used  language  which  seems  to 
indicate  a  friendly  feeling  for  this  principle.  In  a  case  in 
which  this  was  involved,  it  plainly  appeared  that  the  In- 
terstate  Commerce   Commission   had   employed   various 

^  State  V.  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis      Stoye  Wks.,  128  Ga.  207,  57  S.  £. 
Ry.  Ck>.,  80  Minn.  191,  83  N.  W.  60.      429. 
"*  Southern    Ry.    Co.    v.    Atlanta 
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economic  policies  in  fixing  the  relative  rates  in  question. 
The  lower  Federal  court  held  that  the  Ck)nunission  had  no 
power  to  lower  through  rates  as  between  certain  points 
and  Mississippi  river  points  and  Denver,  so  as  to  give,  for 
example,  the  Missouri  river  cities  an  artificial  advantage 
over  other  points  in  shipments  east  of  Denver,  and  Denver 
an  advantage  over  Missouri  river  cities  to  points  west  of 
Denver.**  But  the  Federal  Supreme  Court  reversed  this 
decision  and  set  forth  this  general  principle:  ''The  out- 
look of  the  Ck)mmission  and  its  powers  must  be  greater 
than  the  interest  of  the  railroads  or  of  that  which  may 
affect  their  interest.  It  must  be  as  comprehensive  as  the 
interest  of  the  whole  country.  If  the  problems  which  are 
presented  to  it  therefore  are  complex  and  difficult,  the 
means  of  solving  them  are  as  great  and  adequate  as  can 
be  provided."  *^ 


§  776.  Equalization  of  economic  advantages — ^Legal  prac- 
tice. 
However  attractive  this  theory  may  be  to  the  econ- 
omists, it  has  little  weight  with  lawyers  who  have  been 
concerned  with  the  making  of  rates.  Both  the  Federal 
courts  and  the  Commission  recognize  that  it  is  as  impossi- 
ble for  any  tribunal  to  equalize  the  conunercial  advan- 
tages of  localities  as  it  is  to  equalize  the  intellectual 
powers  of  individuals.*'  The  Interstate  Comjnerce  Act 
does  not  attempt  to  equalize  fortunes,  opportunities,  or 
abilities.*^  In  an  early  case,  the  Commission  set  forth  the 
principles  which,  with  some  exceptions  to  be  noted  here- 
after, it  has  ever  since  followed:  ''It  is  not  the  duty  of 
carriers,  nor  is  it  proper  that  they  undertake  by  adjust- 
ment of  rates  or  otherwise  to  impair  or  neutralize  the 

"  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  V.  Interstate         «  Brewer  v.  C.  &  G.  Ry.,  84  Fed. 

Commerce    Commiasion,    171    Fed.  268;  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 

680.  sion  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  118  Fed.  613. 

''Interstate  Commerce  Conunis-  *^ Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  C,  R.  I.  &  Pac.  Ry.,  218  U.  S.  sion  v.  Diffenbaugh,  222  U.  S.  42; 
88,  54  L.  ed.  946,  30  Sup.  Ct.  65.  32  Sup.  Ct.  22,  56  L.  ed.  83. 
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natural  commercial  advantages  resulting  from  location  or 
other  favorable  condition  of  one  territory  in  order  to  put 
another  territory  on  an  equal  footing  with  it  in  a  common 
market.  Elach  locality  competing  with  others  in  a  com- 
mon market  is  entitled  to  reasonable  and  just  rates  at  the 
hands  of  the  carriers  serving  it  and  to  the  benefit  of  all 
its  natural  advantages.  If  this  result  in  prejudice  to  one 
and  advantage  to  another,  it  is  not  the  undue  prejudice 
or  advantage  forbidden  by  the  Statute,  but  flows  nat- 
urally from  conditions  beyond  the  legitimate  sphere  of  legal 
or  other  regulation.^ ^  **  The  C!ommission  clearly  recognizes 
not  only  the  impossibility  of  equalizing  natural  advantages 
and  commercial  conditions  and  of  placing  all  shipping 
points  upon  the  same  plane,  but  also  that  such  a  result 
would  be  unjust.  Every  locality  is  entitled  to  whatever 
advantages  it  possesses,  whether  they  are  due  to  nature  or 
to  the  enterprise  of  its  citizens."    Carriers,  it  is  true,  have 


^  Freight  Bureau  of  the  Cincinnati 
Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  C,  N.  O.  & 
T.  P.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  195,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  592.  See  to  the  same 
effect,  Crews  v.  R.  &  D.  Ry.,  1  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  703,  1 1.  C.  C.  401;  James 
&  M.  Buggy  Co.  V.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  682,  4  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  744;  Raworth  v.  Northern  Pac. 
Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  857,  5  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  234;  Eau  Claire  Board  of  Trade 
V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  65,  5  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  264;  Com- 
mercial Club  V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 
6 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  647;  ConMnercial  Club 
of  Omaha  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  6 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  675;  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep. 
180;  Danville  v.  So.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  409;  Wichita  v.  Mo.  Pac.  Ry., 
10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  35;  C.  Y.  P.  Aas'n  v. 
V.  S.  &  P.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  193; 
Washburn-Crosby  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry., 
11  I.  C.  C.  40;  Valley  Flour  Mills  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  73; 


Acme  Cement  Plaster  Co.  v.  L.  S.  & 
M.  S.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  30;  Corpora- 
tion Commission  of  N.  C.  v.  N.  &  W. 
Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  303;  Wichito  Falls 
System  Joint  Coal  Rate  Cases,  26  I. 
C.  C.  215;  Rates  on  Linseed  Oil,  26 1. 
C.  C.  265;  West  Virginia  RaU  Co.  v. 
B.  &  O.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  622;  Missouri 
River-Illinois  Wheat  and  Flour  Rates, 
27  I.  C.  C.  286;  Aransas  Pass  Chan- 
nel &  Dock  Co.  V.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry., 
27  I.  C.  C.  403;  Board  of  Trade  of 
Chicago  V.  C.  &  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C. 
530;  Lebanon  Commercial  Club  v. 
L.  &  N.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  301;  Traffic 
Ass'n  of  St.  Louis  Coffee  Importers 
V.  I.  C.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  484;  Bryant 
Co.  V.  Ft.  W.  &  D.  C.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C. 
594. 

*  In  the  following  cases  the  Com- 
mission emphasizes  the  impropriety 
of  any  attempt  on  its  part  to  deprive 
a  place  of  its  natural  advantages. 
Saginaw  Board  of  Trade  v.  G.  T.  Ry., 
17  I.  C.  C.  128;  Carstens  Packing  Co. 
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often  given  great  weight  to  commercial  considerations  in 
the  fixing  of  rates,^^  and  the  Commission  might  require 
such  rates,  when  voluntarily  established,  to  be  maintained, 
but  it  will  not  initiate  rates  upon  that  theory."  Nor  will 
it  require  a  carrier  which  has  by  rate  adjustment  as  to 
one  commodity  enabled  a  manufacturer  or  producer  to 
overcome  a  natural  disadvantage  of  location  to  establish  a 
like  adjustment  as  to  another  commodity.®*  On  the  other 
hand,  the  fact  that  a  locality  possesses  advantages  not 
enjoyed  by  its  rivals  does  not  deprive  it  of  its  right  to  a 
reasonable  rate,  nor  justify  any  discrimination  against  it.^ 
But  in  the  view  of  the  Commission,  whatever  advantages 
are  possessed  by  a  city  which  tend  to  give  it  lower  rates  or 
superior  service  cannot  be  ignored.*^  What  constitutes  a 
reasonable  rate  depends  in  part  upon  the  natural  situation 
of  a  city,**  and  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  Act  to  secure  to  it  a 
rate  which  in  view  of  all  the  circmnstances  and  conditions 
is  reasonable  and  non-discriminatory.  Every  locality  is 
entitled  to  such  a  rate  as  of  right,  and  also  to  whatever 
business  it  can  obtain  under  it.*^    A  shipper  in  choosing  a 


V.  O.  &  W.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  77;  Cham- 
ber  of  Commerce  of  New  York  v. 
N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  55; 
Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  96;  In  re 
Advances  on  Cooperage,  24  I.  C.  C. 
656;  In  re  Wool,  Hides,  and  Pelts,  25 
I.  C.  C.  185;  In  re  Mine  Rating,  25 
I.  C.  C.  286;  Wichita  Board  of  Trade 
V.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  625; 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Beaumont 
V.  T.  <Sk  N.  O.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  695; 
Furniture  Rates  in  the  Northwest,  26 
I.  C.  C.  655;  Transcontinental  Rates 
from  Group  F.,  28  I.  C.  C.  1.  See 
also  State  v.  Adams  Elxpress  Co.,  171 
Ind.  138,  85  N.  E.  337. 

^  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  162. 

«  Douglas  A  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I.  A  P. 
Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  541;  International 
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Agricultural  Corporation  v.  L.  A  N. 
Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  488. 

»  Globe  Milling  Co.  v.  C,  M.  A  St. 
P.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  694. 

•^  Hecker-Jones-Jewell  Milling  Co. 
V.  B.  A  O.  Ry.,  14 1.  C.  C.  356;  Sioux 
aty  Commercial  Club  v.  C.  A  N.  W. 
Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  110;  Massee  A  F. 
Lumber  Co.  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  110;  Indianapolis  Frdght 
Bureau  v.  C,  C,  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.,  26 
I.  C.  C.  53. 

•I  Kindel  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  A  H.  Ry., 
15  I.  C.  C.  555;  Saginaw  Board  of 
Trade  v.  G.  T.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  128. 

•<  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New- 
port News  V.  So.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C. 
345. 

''  Receivers'  A  Shippers'  Ass'n  of 
Cincinnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry., 
18  I.  C.  C.  440. 
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locality  takes  it  with  all  its  advantages  and  disadvan- 
tageSy^^  and  these  in  turn  determine  to  some  extent  the 
commercial  and  transportation  facilities  which  the  carrier 
may  confer  upon  it.^^  But  the  natural  disadvantages  of  a 
place  should  not  be  magnified  imduly  nor  allowed  to 
obscure  its  right  to  reasonable  rates.^  On  the  other  hand, 
the  carrier  must  not  for  its  own  purposes  disregard  the 
natural  advantages  of  a  locality  and  bar  it  from  competing 
with  other  places.  Thus,  when  a  carrier  makes  rates  to 
two  competing  markets,  which  give  the  one  monopoly 
over  the  other,  because  it  can  secure  reshipments  from 
the  favored  locality  and  none  from  the  other,  it  goes 
beyond  serving  its  fair  interest,  and  disregards  the  statu- 
tory requirement  of  relative  equaUty  as  between  persons, 
locaUties,  and  particular  descriptions  of  traffic.^^  And  so 
inequality  in  treatment  of  shippers  and  localities  is  in- 
defensible where  it  has  no  other  justification  than  the 
diversion  by  the  carrier  of  through  traflSc  from  a  shorter 
route  over  which  it  participates  in  carriage,  so  as  to  secure 
for  itself  greater  aggregate  revenue  through  a  long  haul  by 
a  dififerent  route,  over  which  it  is  also  engaged  in  trans- 
portation.**  Nor  may  railways  create  artificial  dififerences 
in  market  conditions  by  an  arbitrary  dififerential  in  rates, 
whereby  the  product  of  one  section  of  the  country  is 
assigned  to  one  market,  and  the  product  of  another  section 
of  the  coimtry  to  another  DMurket.** 

§  777.  Discrimination  against  the  staple  industry  of  a 
locality. 
Prejudice  against   the  locality  may   arise  from  rates 

*^  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  Western  ''Savannah  Bureau  of  Freight  & 

Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  307;  In  re  Investiga-  Transportation  v.  L.  4b  N.  Ry.,  8 

tion  of  Rates  on  Meats,  22  I.  C.  C.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  377. 

160;  Globe  Milling  Co.  v.  C,  U.  A  *>  C.  F.  A  I.  Co.  ▼.  So.  Pac.  Ry., 

St.  P.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  6W.  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  488. 

••  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  ■•  In  re  Export  Rates  from  Points 

21 1.  C.  C.  400.  East  and  West  of  Mississippi  River, 

"•  Board  of  Trade  of  CarroUton  v.  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  185. 
C.  A  G.  Ry.,  28  I,  C.  C.  154. 
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which  while  not  directed  against  any  particular  place 
have  the  result  of  injuring  a  staple  industry  of  a  place* 
Thus  section  3  is  violated  and  Chicago  is  prejudiced 
by  an  unduly  high  relative  rate  on  live  hogs  as  against 
packing  house  products;  ^  but  where  the  rate  is  caused 
by  genuine  competition  between  carriers  and  where  the 
result  of  the  rate  complained  of  has  not  been  to  change  the 
volume  of  traffic  or  materially  affect  the  business  of  the 
complainant,  it  is  not  unduly  discriminatory.^  Duluth  is 
prejudiced  by  higher  rates  on  shingles  than  on  lumber.^ 
Kansas  and  Missouri  river  points  are  prejudiced  by  a 
differential  against  com  products  in  favor  of  com.*  So 
the  localities  in  Official  Classification  Territory  wherein 
hay  and  straw  are  produced  were  discriminated  against 
by  the  act  of  several  carriers  in  advancing  those  commodi- 
ties from  the  sixth  to  the  fifth  class  and  thereafter  chain- 
ing fifth-class  rates  for  transportation.^ 

§  778.  Equalization  of  values. 

While  a  difference  in  rates  may  be  made  by  reason  of 
difference  in  value,  it  should  not  be  so  great  as  to  equalize 
the  difference  in  value  in  the  ultimate  market  of  the 
commodities  carried.  In  a  recent  case  the  Federal  court 
set  aside  the  order  of  the  Commission  on  the  ground  that 
the  similarity  of  circumstances  and  conditions  imder  which 
a  service  of  carriage  is  rendered,  which  under  the  Act,  re- 
quires  an  equality  of  rate,  relates  only  to  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  which  affect  the  service.  And  it  was  con- 
sequently held  that  where  different  coal  mining  localities 
are  grouped  into  a  district  for  rate-making  purposes,  a 

>  Chicago  Board  of  Trade  v.  Chi-  *  Duluth  Shingle  Co.  v.  D.  S.  S.  & 

cago  &  A.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  A.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  489. 

233,  4  I.  C.  C.  158;  Chicago  L.  S.  *  Board  of  Railway  CommisaionerB 

Exch.  V.  Chicago  G.   W.   Ry.,    10  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

I.  C.  C.  Rep.  428.  304;  In  re  Rates  on  Com  &  Com 

*  Interstate    Commerce    Commis-  Products,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  212. 

Bion  V.  C.  G.  W.  Ry.,  209  U.  S.  108,  *  National  Hay  Ass'n  v.  L.  S.  &  M. 

28  Sup.  Ct.  493,  52  L.  ed.  705,  affirm-  S.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  264. 
ing  141  Fed.  1003. 
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carrier  is  not  justified  in  making  a  dififerent  rate  for  the 
same  or  substantially  similar  service  from  a  particular 
locality  in  such  district  or  on  the  product  of  a  particular 
mine  or  vein,  from  that  charged  others.*  That  the  dififer- 
ence  in  the  product  from  such  locality,  mine,  or  vein  and 
that  from  other  mines  in  the  district  is  such  that  it  can 
pay  a  higher  rate  and  still  compete  in  the  market  is  not 
material  in  this  regard.  The  Commission  will  not  attempt 
to  equalize  differences  in  the  cost  of  production,  whether 
natural  or  artificial.^  And  when  market  quotations  on 
grain  were  offered  to  show  the  advantages  enjoyed  by 
Omaha  over  Kansas  City  it  said,  ''There  is  no  difference 
in  the  intrinsic  value  of  like  grain  in  the  two  markets, 
and  it  is  not  within  our  province  to  adjust  rates  merely  to 
equalize  market  conditions."  ^ 

§  779.  Disproportionate  charges  inconsistent  with  public 
duty. 
It  is  the  belief  of  the  writer  that  the  public  service  law 
will  not  be  satisfied  in  the  end  unless  with  some  reasonable 
degree  of  certainty  each  appUcant  who  requires  a  service 
is  charged  his  proportion  of  the  total  cost,  including  in  that . 
cost,  over  and  above  all  current  and  fixed  charges,  a  fair 
return  upon  proper  capitalization.  It  must  be  admitted 
that  the  law  relating  to  disproportion  is  still  in  the  making  ; 
it  is  as  indefinite  as  the  law  relating  to  discrimination  was 
twenty-five  years  ago.  By  the  weight  of  authority  a 
generation  ago,  there  was  no  law  whatever  against  dis- 
crimination as  such.  As  has  been  seen  in  a  previous 
chapter  at  the  beginning  of  this  book,  if  in  those  days  each 
applicant  for  the  same  service  was  quoted  a  rate  reason- 
able in  itself,  all  was  then  well;  although  outrageous 
differences  even  at  that  time  might  be  evidence  that  the 
higher  rate  was  unreasonable.     In  the  same  way  to-day, 

•Philadelphia  &  R.  Ry.  Co.   v.         ^  Andy's  Ridge  Coal  Co.  v.  So.  Ry., 
Interstate    Commerce    Commission,      18  I.  C.  C.  405. 
174  Fed.  687.  *  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C,  R. 

I.  &  P.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  680. 
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very  probably  by  the  weight  of  authority,  there  is  no  law 
against  disproportion  as  such.  Provided  each  applicant 
for  different  service  is  quoted  a  rate  which  is  reasonable  in 
itself,  it  may  be  that  there  is  no  redress  by  established  law, 
however  outrageous  the  disproportion  may  be;  although  it 
seems  to  be  agreed  that  outrageous  differences  may  be 
evidence  that  the  higher  rate  is  unreasonable  in  itself. 
And  yet  it  is  quite  in  the  line  of  the  evolution  of  the  public 
service  law  that  a  rule  against  disproportion  as  such  may 
eventually  be  recognized,  despite  the  fact  that  it  might  in- 
terfere with  the  business  policies  of  the  public  service  com- 
panies even  more  than  the  present  rule  against  outright 
discrimination  has  done.  For  the  same  principles  which 
forbid  any  differences  when  the  conditions  are  the  same, 
should  prohibit  disproportionate  differences  when  the 
conditions  are  different. 

Topic  D.    Long  and  Short  Havl 

§  780.  Long  and  short  haul  at  common  law. 

The  question  as  to  whether  a  carrier  may  charge  less  for 
a  long  haul  than  for  a  short  one  included  therein  is  but  one 
phase  of  the  general  problem  as  to  whether  there  is  any 
legal  requirement  that  rates  shall  be  relatively  reasonable. 
Whether  a  lower  charge  for  a  longer  haul  be  justifiable  or 
not,  there  are  many  cases  in  which  it  would  be  hard  in  the 
absence  of  legislation  to  prevent  it.  In  the  case  of  car- 
riage of  goods,  it  appears  to  be  clear  abstractly  that  the 
owner  may  demand  that  his  goods  shall  be  delivered  up  to 
him  at  any  point  on  the  journey,  provided  it  is  reasonably 
easy  for  the  carrier  to  comply  with  the  demand.  It  is  of 
course  possible  for  a  railroad  to  run  freight  trains  through 
without  stopping  from  one  end  to  the  other  of  the  long 
haul,  and  thus  defeat  the  demand  of  the  owner  to  have  his 
goods  at  the  intermediate  point;  and  it  is  also  in  its  power 
so  to  make  up  the  train  that  it  will  be  difficult  to  drop 
goods  directed  to  the  end  of  the  route  at  a  way  station. 
This  being  the  case,  it  is  not  difficult  in  the  case  of  goods 
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to  defeat  the  demand  of  an  owner  for  the  delivery  of  his 
goods  short  of  their  destination;  and  as  a  practical  matter, 
therefore,  a  lower  charge  for  a  longer  haul  may  be  en- 
forced. On  the  other  hand,  it  should  be  said  that  the 
common  law  has  thus  far  been  concerned  only  with  the 
absolute  reasonableness  of  rates.  If  the  charge  to  the  in- 
termediate point  is  not  inherently  unreasonable  the  shipper 
cannot  complain  because  a  more  remote  point  has  a  more 
favorable  rate.  While  it  is  possible  that  any  discrim- 
ination by  a  carrier  against  either  a  person  or  a  locality 
may  in  time  come  under  the  ban  of  the  common  law,  it 
cannot  be  said  that  discrimination  against  localities  is  at 
present  so  regarded. 


§  781.  Legal  justification  of  lower  long-haul  rate. 

As  a  matter  of  reasonableness  the  charge  has  still  to  be 
justified  at  common  law;  but  this  may  be  done  in  some 
cases.  If  competition  is  met  at  one  point  and  not  at 
another,  a  competitive  rate  is  established  at  the  former 
point.  A  railroad  whose  line  runs  through  the  non- 
competitive to  the  competitive  point  must  at  the  latter 
point  either  meet  the  competitive  rate  or  lose  all  business. 
It  must  of  course  give  up  the  business  rather  than  carry 
at  a  loss,  and  throw  upon  the  remaining  traffic  the  burden 
of  supporting  the  road  and  also  of  making  up  the  loss. 
But  the  competitive  rate  is  ordinarily  slightly .  remunera- 
tive; it  yields  a  net  income,  though  less  than  is  necessary 
to  pay  its  proportion  of  the  fixed  charges.  If  the  business 
is  given  up,  all  the  fixed  charges  must  be  paid  by  the 
traffic  at  the  non-competitive  points;  if  the  competitive 
rate  is  met  and  business  obtained,  the  profit  from  the 
business  will  go  to  reduce  the  amount  of  fixed  charges  to 
be  paid  by  the  non-competitive  traffic.  As  the  competitive 
traffic  will  not  pay  its  share  of  the  fixed  charges,  the  non- 
competitive traffic,  having  more  than  its  share  of  the 
fixed  charges  to  bear,  will  necessarily  pay  a  rate  higher 
than  the  competitive  rate  in  proportion  to  the  distance; 
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and  it  may  well  be  obliged  to  pay  absolutely  a  higher  rate 
than  the  competitive  rate  for  a  longer  haul.  Nevertheless, 
the  rate  will  be  lower  than  it  would  be  if  the  railroad  did 
not  meet  the  competitive  rate  and  obtain  its  share  of  the 
business;  and  therefore,  being  the  lowest  rate  which  the 
carrier  can  charge  and  obtain  fair  compensation,  it  is 
reasonable  at  common  law. 

§  782.  Statutory  regulations  of  long  and  short-haul  rates. 
The  charge  by  a  carrier  of  a  less  rate  between  two  points 
than  is  charged  for  carriage  from  the  same  initial  point  to 
an  intermediate  point  on  the  same  route  seems  at  first 
sight  indefensible  upon  any  legal  basis.  Nevertheless  such 
rates  have  always  been  common  in  every  railroad  schedule 
and  are  still  vigorously  defended.  Such  discrimination 
flourished  practically  without  any  real  check  during  the 
period  when  no  rule  against  any  discrimination  was 
recognized,  but  its  seeming  unfairness  has  led  to  the 
passing  of  statutes  in  many  jurisdictions  forbidding  the 
charging  of  less  for  a  long  haul  than  for  a  short  haul  one 
included  therein.  The  chief  of  these  is  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  of  1887,  which  not  only  forbade  all  dis- 
criminatory charges,  but  in  a  separate  section  (section  4) 
expressly  forbade  charging  les3  for  a  long  haul  than  for  a 
short  one  included  in  it  when  ^' under  substantiaUy  sunilar 
circumstances  and  conditions.^  This  section  also  provided, 
however,  that  upon  application  by  the  carrier  the  Commis- 
sion might  authorize  a  less  charge  for  the  longer  haul. 
But  the  carriers  set  up  the  contention  that  such  an  appli- 
cation need  be  made  to  the  Commission  only  when  the 
two  hauls  were  made  ''under  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,"  and  that  any  circumstances 
which  seemed  to  them  to  constitute  a  dissimilarity  of 
condition  which  would  justify  a  discriminatory  charge 
operated  ipso  facto  to  exempt  them  from  the  restraints  of 
this  section  and  authorized  them  to  give  preferential  rates. 
Thus  the  carrier  decided  primarily  whether  the  two  hauls 
[700] 


Discrimination  Between  Localities      [  §  782 


were  under  similar  conditions,  leaving  to  the  Commission 
only  such  authority  over  the  rates  established  as  was 
conferred  upon  it  by  the  second  and  third  sections  of  the 
Act.®  This  construction  of  the  Fourth  Section  was  adopted 
both  by  the  Commission  ^®  and  by  the  Supreme  Court.** 
In  so  holding  they  were  no  doubt  influenced  by  the  fact 
that  the  English  Act,  on  which  this  clause  was  based,  had 
been  so  construed  by  the  English  courts.*^  Thereafter  the 
power  of  the  Commission  to  grant  exemption  from  the 
rule  of  equality  set  up  in  the  Act  became  practically  use- 
less,*' and  application  was  made  to  it  only  in  extraordi- 
nary cases,  such  as  the  failure  of  crops  *^  and  the  sudden 
rush  to  the  Klondike."  Of  course,  the  decision  of  the 
carrier  as  to  the  existence  of  a  dissimilarity  of  circum- 
stance and  condition  was  subject  to  review  by  both  the 
Commission  and  the  courts,  but  if  the  carrier  had  estab- 
lished a  rate  which,  even  though  discriminatory,  was  one 


•The  philosophy  of  the  Act  as 
expressed  by  Judge  Shiras  in  Van 
Patten  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry., 
was  that  competition  would  reduce 
the  rates  to  a  fair  amount  at  all  com* 
petitive  points,  and  that  the  Fourth 
Section  would  then  keep  the  rates  at 
non-competitive  points  down  to  the 
level  of  the  competitive  rates.  The 
courts,  however,  finally  decided,  in 
view  of  the  limitation  of  the  section 
to  cases  where  the  conditions  were 
substantially  similar,  that  competi- 
tion with,  other  raiboads  would 
justify  a  lower  rate  for  the  longer 
haul,  and  as  practically  all  cases  of 
the  sort  before  the  passage  of  the 
Act  had  been  due  to  the  competition 
of  other  railways,  this  decision  in 
effect  qualified  the  whole  section. 

w  In  re  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  1  I.  C.  C.  31, 
1  Int.  Ck)m.  Rep.  278.  But  the  Com- 
mission abandoned  this  view  in 
Georgia  Railroad  Commission  v. 
Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  5 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  324. 


^^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  A.,  T.  <fe  S.  F.  Ry.,  50  Fed. 
295;  Interstate  Commerce  Conunis- 
sion  &  C,  N.  O.  V.  T.  P.  Ry.,  56 
Fed.  925;  Behhner  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 
71  Fed.  835;  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  Ala.  Mid.  Ry.,  168 
U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
45;  L.  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Behlmer,  175 
U.  S.  648,  44  L.  ed.  309,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
209;  E.  T.,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  181  U.  S.  1, 
45  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct.  516. 

^'A  good  account  of  the  working 
of  the  Fourth  Section  before  the 
amendment  of  1910  may  be  found  in 
City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  21 
I.  C.  C.  400. 

"  Phipps  V.  London  &  N.  W.  Ry., 
1892,  2  Q.  B.  299. 

"  Re  F.  E.  &  M.  V.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  293;  World's  Fab-,  Re  R.  W. 
&  O.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  328. 

»  Re  A.,  T.  <fe  S.  F.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  593. 
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wliich  the  fomth  section  authorized,  it  could  not  be  cchh 
demned  as  illegal,  for  what  the  law  authorizes  cannot  be 
unlawful.  It  was  evident,  however,  that  this  construction 
of  the  Act  vested  in  the  carrier  the  power  to  make  a 
primary  decision  on  a  question  which  was  essentially 
public  in  its  nature.^*  From  the  standpoint  of  pubUc 
poUcy,  this  was  not  a  desirable  situation. 

§  783.  The  Fourtb  Section  Amendment  of  1910. 

The  result  reached  by  the  construction  placed  upon  the 
fourth  section  in  its  original  form  was  so  far  from  the 
legislative  intent  that  in  1910  the  section  was  amended  by 
the  omission  of  the  phrase  as  to  similarity  of  circum- 
stances and  conditions,  and  at  the  same  time  the  maximum 
through  rate  was  fixed  at  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the 
sum  total  of  the  intermediate  rates.  This  is  an  unyielding 
rule  from  which  there  can  be  no  relief  even  though  the 
existence  of  water  competition  be  proved.'^  Neither  may 
it  be  evaded  through  the  establishment  of  blanket  rates, 
for  these  are  subject  to  the  limitation  that  from  no  part 
of  the  group  covered  by  them  may  a  lower  rate  be  con- 
structed on  a  combination  of  locals.  ^^  It  was  also  pro- 
vided that  if  rates  were  reduced  in  order  to  meet  water 
competition,  the  carrier  might  not  increase  the  rates  unless 
the  Commission  should  find  that  such  proposed  increase 
rests  upon  some  change  of  condition  other  than  the  elimi- 
nation of  water  competition,  but  it  has  been  held  that  the 
suspension  of  lake  navigation  during  four  months  of  the 
year  is  not  an  '^ elimination  of  water  competition''  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act."    The  Commission  has  also  held 

^•T.  &  P.  Ry.  V.  Interstate  CJom-  **  American     Insulated     Wire    & 

inerce  Commission,  162  U.  8.  197,  Cable  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 

40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666.  415.    This  clause  does  not  apply  to 

*^  National  League  of  Commission  rate  reductions  made  before  June 

Merchants  of  U.  S.  v.  A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  18,    1910.      Westbound    Lake-and- 

20  I.  C.  C.  132.  Rail,  Knit  Goods  Commodity  Rates, 

"  Hydraulic   Press   Brick  Co.   v.  32  I.  C.  C.  64. 
\'andaJia  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  176. 
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that  the  fact  that  because  of  the  likelihood  of  water 
competition,  a  carrier  makes  a  rate  which  may  not  be 
compensatory,  does  not  of  itself  render  unreasonable  and 
imjust  an  increase  to  a  remimerative  basis.  ^  The  effect 
of  this  amendment  is  to  shift  from  the  carrier  to  the  Com- 
mission the  power  to  decide  as  a  primary  question  whether 
circumstances  justifjring  a  discriminatory  long-haul  rate 
exist.  This  construction  of  the  section  was  attacked  by 
the  carriers,  who  also  set  up  that  if  it  was  correct  then 
this  section  as  amended  was  imconstitutional.  But  in 
June,  1914,  the  Supreme  Court  decided  against  the  car- 
riers on  both  points, ^^  and  it  may  now  be  taken  as  estab- 
lished that  a  less  charge  for  a  long  haul  than  for  a  short 
one  included  therein  is  absolutely  prohibited  unless  first 
authorized  by  the  Commission.  ^^  Notwithstanding  this 
change  in  the  provisions  of  the  fourth  section  it  would 
seem  that  decisions  of  the  Commission  and  of  the  courts 
previous  to  1910  as  to  when  the  carrier  would  be  justified 
in  departing  from  the  provisions  of  the  Act  would  still  be 
of  value  in  ascertaining  the  rules  of  law  by  which  the 
Commission  must  be  governed  in  giving  effect  to  this 
clause.  Dissimilarities  alleged  by  the  carriers  and  sus- 
tained by  the  Commission  or  the  courts  prior  to  the 
amendment  of  1910  will  presumably  be  suflScient  to 
convince  the  Commission  that  a  less  charge  for  a  longer 
haul  should  be  allowed.  This  is  all  the  more  true  since 
the  Commission  in  making  an  order  under  the  fourth 
section  is  not  exercising  a  new  and  additional  authority 
over  undue  discrimination,  but  is  only  using  a  power 
which  it  already  had  under  section  3.^'  The  significance 
of  the  fourth  section  lies  not  in  any  increase  in  the  author- 

*^  Scrap-iron       Rates       between  CommiaBion  of  Nevada  v.  So.  Pac. 

Duluth  and  Chicago,  28  I.  C.  C.  467.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  329;  City  of  Spo- 

>^  Intermountain  Rate  Cases,  234  kane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C. 

U.  S.  476,  58  L.  ed.  1406,  34  Sup.  Ct.  400. 

886.  «•  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 

"  Colorado  Coal  Traffic  Aas^n  v.  21  I.  C.  C.  400. 
C.  &  S.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  478;  Railroad 
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ity  of  the  Commission,  but  in  the  rigid  limitation  placed 
upon  the  carriers  in  the  making  of  rates. 

§  784.  General  principles  governing  the  Fourth  Section. 

It  was  the  intent  of  Congress  to  put  a  stop  to  this  form 
of  discrimination  prohibited  in  section  4  in  so  far  as  that 
could  properly  be  done.^^  An  absolute  prohibition  of  that 
kind  of  preference  is  within  the  power  of  Congress,  ^'^  and 
could  not  be  complained  of  imless  the  carrier's  property 
was  being  confiscated.*  But  the  Commission  itself,  al- 
though the  opportunity  has  frequently  been  presented  to 
it,  has  never  indorsed  a  rigid  long-and-short-haul  section. 
Indeed,  the  present  provision  is  drawn  along  lines  which 
received  its  tentative  approval.*'  As  the  Act  now  stands, 
discrimination  in  rates  in  favor  of  a  more  distant  point 
and  against  a  less  distant  intermediate  one  is  absolutely 
forbidden  until  it  has  been  authorized  by  the  Commission. 
But  the  power  of  the  Commission  is  confined  to  authori- 
zation. Such  discriminations,  even  though  in  the  pubUc 
interest,  cannot  be  required.  They  can  be  made  only  on 
the  initiative  of  the  carrier.^  But  the  fourth  section  of 
the  Act,  unlike  the  second  and  third  sections,  applies 
only  to  discriminatory  charges  for  transportation.  Demur- 
rage and  similar  charges  are  not  included  in  it.^  No  ques- 
tion can  arise  under  section  4  unless  the  rate  to  the  farther 
distant  point  is  less  than  the  rate  to  an  intermediate 
point.**  Inasmuch  as  section  4  deals  only  with  the  one 
form  of  discrimination,  which  is  governed  by  rules  peculiar 
to  it,  it  may  be  violated  under  a  state  of  facts  not  con- 

^*  In  re  Lumber  Rates,  25  I.  C.  C.  ^  PennBylvania      Millers'      State 

50.  Ass'n  V.  P.  &  R.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

^^  In  re  Application  of  Southern  531. 

Pacific  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  336.  »  Milk  Producers*  Ass'n  v.  D.,  L. 

»  Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada  &  W.  Ry.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  92;  Wheel- 

V.  South.  Pac.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  329.  ing  Corrugating  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry., 

"  lb.  335.  18 1.  C.  C.  125;  League  &c.  v.  Oregon 

»  Thatcher  v.  Pitchburg  Ry.,  1  Int.  Short  line,  18  I.  C.  C.  562. 
Com.  Rep.  356. 
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stituting  a  violation  of  section  3.^^  The  Act  permits  but 
does  not  authorize  the  carrier  to  make  the  same  chaise 
for  a  long  haul  as  for  a  short  one  included  in  it.'^  But 
it  expressly  provides  that  the  aggregate  charge  for  the 
long  haul  shall  never  be  greater  than  the  sum  total  of  the 
intermediate  rates.  ^^  In  determining  whether  this  pro- 
vision of  the  Act  has  been  observed,  the  C!ommission  does 
not  look  at  the  lowest  possible  combination  of  intermediate 
fares,  but  at  the  lowest  combination  of  fares  that  are 
published  and  filed  as  available  for  interstate  travel  or  in 
making  up  interstate  fares.  If  a  carrier  wishes  to  exclude 
from  this  consideration  any  of  its  purely  intrastate  fares, 
it  must  refrain  from  publishing  and  filing  them  as  avail- 
able for  use  in  making  up  interstate  fares. '^  The  charge 
for  the  long  haul  must  not  be  unreasonably  low,'^  nor 
must  that  for  the  short  haul  be  unreasonably  higb.** 


§  786.  Relation  between  long-haul  and  short-haul  rates* 

As  rates  to  the  long-distance  point  are  frequently  deter-* 
mined  by  factors  beyond  the  carrier's  control,  it  is  difficult 
to  fix  any  exact  relation  between  such  rates  and  those  to  an 
intermediate  point.  This  element  in  the  situation  is, 
however,  not  to  be  altogether  disregarded,  and  the  Ckun- 
mission  has  tried  to  meet  it  by  holding  that  the  intermedi- 
ate rate  should  not  exceed  the  long-distance  rates  phis 
a  reasonable  local  charge  from  the  more  remote  point 
back  to  the  intermediate  point,  ^  and  should  perhaps,  in 


*^  In  re  Suspension  of  Rates  on 
Packing-House  Products,  21  I.  C.  C. 
6S. 

>*  Kellogg  Toasted  Com  Flake  Co. 
V.  M.  C.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  604. 

»  Arabol  Mfg.  Co.  v.  S.  B.  Ry.,  25 
I.  C.  C.  429. 

**  Conference  Ruling,  298. 

••Kimberly  v.  C.  &  O.  Ry.,  17 
I.e.  C.  335.  A  rate  otherwise  reason- 
able is  not  shown  to  be  unduly  low  by 
the  presence  in  the  carrier's  tariflf  of 

46 


a  higher  rate  for  a  shorter  distance 
involving  a  violation  of  the  Fourth 
Section.  Adjustment  should  be 
made  with  respect  to  the  latter  rate. 
Iowa-Minnesota  Cement  Rates,  28 
I.  C.  C.  477. 

**  Southern  Timber  A  Land  Co.  v. 
So.  Pac.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  232. 

^  Monroe  Progressive  League  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  634; 
VaUey  Flour  Mills  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  73. 
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some  cases,  be  even  less.^  This  may  be  determined 
largely  by  the  amount  of  the  traffic  involved.  Differen- 
tials above  rates  to  basing  points  may  be  hi^^  where 
long-haul  traffic  to  local  stations  is  meager. '^    Especially  ! 

is  the  carrier  estopped  from  complaining  when  the  Com-  | 

mission,  in  establishing  a  new  schedule  of  rates,  merely 
maintains  the  same  ratio  of  difference  which  the  carrier  j 

itself  had  made.^    Under  the  fourth  section  as  amended  I 

in  1910  the  Commission  may  prescribe  the  maximum  differ- 
ence in  rates  which  may  be  made  against  the  interme- 
diate point,  or  may  fix  a  rate  at  the  more  distant  point 
below  which  the  carrier  must  not  go,  or  may  define  the 
territory  from  which  a  higher  intermediate  charge  may  be 
made.'*^  When  the  Commission  has  established  an  in- 
herently reasonable  rate  to  a  given  point,  a  carrier  ntiay 
not  charge  a  higher  rate  to  an  intermediate  point.  ^^  Like- 
wise if  a  carrier  publishes  for  interstate  use  a  combina- 
tion of  local  State  rates  which  in  the  aggr^ate  is  lower 
than  the  through  charge  authorized  by  the  Commission, 
the  rule  of  section  four  must  be  observed  unless  permission 
to  the  contrary  has  been  obtained  from  the  Commission.^' 
The  carrier  must  make  changes  in  its  schedule  with  due 
regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  fourth  section.  Hence  an 
increase  of  rates  to  intermediate  points  may  necessitate 
advances  in  rates  to  more  distant  points  in  order  to  avoid 
a  violation  of  the  fourth  section.'*^  But  a  carrier  may  not 
bring  its  schedules  into  conformity  with  the  fourth  section 
by  changes  in  classification,  nor  by  cancellation  of  a  com- 
modity rate  leaving  a  class  rate  or  a  combination  rate 

»  Bluefield  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  N.  <fe  "  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry., 

W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519.  19  I.  C.  C.  162. 

"Board   of   Trade  of  Carroilton  « Iowa  State  Board  of  R.  R.  Com- 

V.  C.  of  G.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  154.  miflsionere  v.  A.  E.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 

^Interstate   Commerce  Commis-  563. 

sion  V.  Un.  Pac.  Ry.,  222  U.  S.  541,  **  Transcontinental     Rates     from 

56  L.  ed.  306,  32  Sup.  Ct.  108.  Group  F.,  28  I.  C.  C.  1;  Kansaa- 

«  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  21  Iowa  Brick  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  285; 

I.  C.  C.  400.  Nassau  Advancement  Ass'n  v.  C.  & 

N.  W.  Ry.,  28  I.  C  C  459, 
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to  apply,  nor  by  cancellation  of  a  rate  with  provision  that 
in  lieu  thereof  a  rate  in  some  other  tariff  shall  apply,  nor  by 
correction  of  error  in  the  tariff,  nor  by  addition  or  elimination 
of  routes  without  change  in  the  list  of  participating  carriers, 
nor  by  any  other  change  which  does  not  leave  the  rate,  fare, 
or  charge  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  law.^^ 

§  786.  Interpretation  of  the  Fourth  Section. 

In  applying  the  fourth  section  to  the  cases  that  come 
before  it  for  adjudication,  the  Commission  is  obliged  to 
determine  many  questions  of  fact.  The  primary  purpose 
of  the  fourth  section  is  to  protect  intermediate  points 
against  discrimination  growing  out  of  the  giving  of  rel- 
atively more  favorable  rates  to  points  farther  distant.  The 
interests  of  the  more  remote  point  were  thought  to  be 
sufficiently  protected  by  the  competitive  conditions  which 
it  enjoyed,  and  the  prohibition  of  a  higher  rate  to  the 
intermediate  point  it  was  hoped  would  automatically 
give  that  point  a  share  in  the  competitive  advantages  of 
its  more  distant  rival.  Such  being  the  object  of  this  pro- 
vision, it  is  obvious  that  if  a  point  is  not  an  intermediate 
one,  it  cannot  avail  itself  of  the  protection  of  the  fourth 
section.  It  is  also  clear  that  the  Commission  cannot 
exercise  jurisdiction  unless  all  the  points  involved  lie  in 
the  United  States.  If  either  the  intermediate  or  the  more 
remote  point  is  in  a  foreign  country,  the  fourth  section 
cannot  apply.'**  The  usual  case  presents  no  difficulty, 
but  it  has  been  held  that  a  point  on  a  branch  line  is  not 
an  intermediate  one,*^  while  a  point  on  a  lateral  line  ^  or 
on  a  subsidiary  line  of  the  same  system  but  without  phys- 
ical connection  with  the  main  line  may  be.^*    But  a  com- 

"  Conference  Ruling,  293.  ^  American  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 

«  Conference  Ruling,  318.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  149. 

*'  Baer  Brothers  Mercantile  Co.  v.  ^  Nebraska  State  Railway  Com- 

Mo.  Pac.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  329;  Mil-  mission  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C. 

waukee  Electric  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  121;  Lewis  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  25 

P.  Ry.,  15  1.  C.  C.  4t)8.     See  also  I.  C.  C.  97. 


Conference  Ruling,  304,  e.  f. 
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plaining  point  is  not  neoessarily  an  intermediate  one  within 
the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section  when  the  traffic  to 
the  more  r^note  point  moves  by  a  route  not  usually 
taken  by  traffic  to  the  complaining  point.^  Neither  does 
a  carrier  violate  the  Act  when  it  maintains  a  joint  rail- 
lake-and-rail  rate  higher  than  the  rail-and*lake  rate  to 
the  more  distant  point  if  the  lake  boats  do  not  stop  at 
the  complaining  point. ^^  On  the  same  principle  it  was 
held  that  there  was  no  violation  of  section  4  when  a  lesser 
rate  was  charged  on  bananas  from  New  Orleans  to  Burhng- 
ton,  Iowa,  than  to  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  and  intermediate 
points,  since  the  joint  rate  quoted  by  way  of  Kansas  City 
was  merely  a  ''paper''  rate  on  which  traffic  did  not  move, 
the  bananas  destined  for  Burlington  being  shipped  by  way 
of  St.  Louis.^^  So  also  a  merely  theoretical  or  paper  rate, 
not  used  and  unknown  to  the  defendant  until  casually 
discovered,  will  not  be  accepted  as  a£fording  a  just  basis 
for  an  order  for  reparation  on  shipments  made  to  an  in- 
termediate point  at  a  slightly  higher  rate.^'  The  actual 
facts  of  traffic  rather  than  the  relative  physical  position 
of  two  points  is  the  test  as  to  whether  one  is  intermediate 
as  regards  the  other.  But  on  the  other  hand  it  has  been 
held  in  a  State  court  interpreting  a  similar  statute  that 
where  a  railroad  company  charges  higher  rates  for  carry- 
ing freight  a  less  distance  than  its  published  rates  for 
carrying  it  a  greater  distance  in  the  same  direction  over 
the  same  road,  it  violates  the  law,  even  though  it  does  not 
actually  carry  any  freight  the  greater  distance.'* 

§  787.  Application  of  the  Fourth  Section. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  long-and-short  haul  rule  of 

*°  Merchants'    Freight   Bureau   of  ^  Missouri    &    Kansas    Shippers' 

Little  Rock   v.   Mo.   Pac.   Ry.,   21  Ass'n  v.  M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C. 

I.  C.  C.  673.  483. 

"  City  of  Ashland  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  «*  Seawell  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  S.  ^ 

H.  R.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  2.  M.  Ry.,  119  Mo.  222,  24  S.  W.  1QQ2. 

^*Topeka  Banana  Dealers'  Ass'n  Compare   McGrew   v.    Missouri   P. 

V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  620.  Ry.,  177  Mo.  533,  76  S.  W.  996. 
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the  fourth  section  appUes  only  to  traffic  over  the  same 
line  or  route  in  the  same  direction.  If  there  are  two  lines 
between  two  points, — one  direct  and  the  other  circuitous, — 
can  an  intermediate  point  on  the  direct  line  complain  of  a 
lower  rate  by  the  circuitous  line?  The  Commission  finds 
little  merit  in  the  contention  that  lower  rates  should  be 
made  over  circuitous  lines.  ^^  Traffic  should  be  allowed  to 
seek  its  natural  avenues  and  should  not  be  forced  into 
roundabout  and  indirect  routes,^  but  nevertheless,  discrim- 
ination based  on  this  factor  has  been  sustained.'''  What 
is  a  circuitous  line  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  in 
each  case,  but  the  Commission  has  held  that  a  line  103  miles 
or  15  per  cent  longer  than  the  direct  line  is  a  circuitous 
line.^  Whether  a  haul  is  longer  or  shorter  should  be  de- 
termined by  the  length  of  the  shortest  route  in  each  case.^* 
When  a  point  has  shown  that  it  is  intermediate  within 
the  meaning  of  the  fourth  section,  it  must  then  show 
that  it  is  subject  to  a  higher  rate  than  a  more  distant 
point.  This  is  a  simple  question  of  mathematics,  but  in 
the  process  comparison  may  be  made  only  between  rates 
of  the  same  kind, — that  is,  import  rates  are  to  be  com- 
pared only  with  import  rates,  export  rates  with  export 
rates,  transshipment  rates  with  transshipment  rates,  pro- 
portional rates  with  proportional  rates,  and  excursion,  com- 
mutation, mileage,  party  rate  and  half  fares  are  to  be 
compared  only  with  fares  of  the  same  character.^  And 
where  two  connecting  carriers  have  miited  in  a  joint  tariff. 


^  Transcontinental  Rates  from 
Group  F.,  2S  I.  C.  C.  1. 

**IUieB  on  Cotton  Seed  and  lUi 
Products,  3S  I.  C.  C.  219. 

»  McCullough  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  25 
I.  C.  C.  4S;  In  re  Lumber  Rates,  25 
I.  C.  C.  50;  Edwards  &  Bradford 
Lumber  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  25 

I.   1^.   V^.   tfO. 

"•  In  i«  Rates  on  Salt,  24  I.  C.  C. 
102;  Edwards  &  Bradford  Lumber 
Co.  V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  25 1.  C.  C.  93. 


••Ulric  V.  L.  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  9 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  495.  See  also  Hill  v. 
N.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
343;  Milwaukee  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  7  I.  C. 
C.  Rep.  481. 

"  Baltimore  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
596;  Southern  Illinois  Millers'  Ass'n 
V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  672;  In  re 
Lumber  Rates,  25  I.  C.  C.  50;  Con- 
ferraoe  Rulings,  2996,  304a,  310. 
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they  fomi  for  the  oonneeted  roads  a  new  and  indqiendait 
line,  and  the  thiou^  tariff  on  the  joint  line  is  not  the 
standard  by  which  the  separate  tariff  of  either  company 
is  to  be  measured  in  determining  whether  such  separate 
tariff  violates  the  long-and-short-haul  clause/'  But  in  case 
of  suit  brought  all  participating  carriers  should  be  joined/^ 

§  788.  Principles   governing   deviation  from  the   Fourth 
Section* 

The  Act,  both  in  its  original  form  and  in  the  amend- 
ment of  1910,  recognized  the  necessity  of  making  excep- 
tions to  a  rigid  long-and-short-haul  rule,  and  accordingly 
the  Commission  was  empowered  to  authorize  a  less  chaige 
for  a  long  haul  than  for  a  shorter  one  included  in  it.  The 
obvious  intent  of  Congress  was  defeated,  however,  by  the 
unfortunate  phrasing  of  the  original  Act.  The  clause ' '  under 
substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions"  was 
so  construed  as  to  deprive  the  Commission  of  the  most 
important  part  of  its  power  in  the  matter.  By  the  amend- 
ment of  1910  this  clause  was  removed  from  the  Act,  and 
there  can  now  be  no  rate  discrimination  in  favor  of  a  more 
distant  or  against  an  intermediate  point  unless  it  is  au- 
thorized by  the  Commission.  The  Act  itself  gives  no 
hint  as  to  what  considerations  will  justify  such  exceptions. 
The  whole  matter  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Commis- 
sion subject  of  course  to  review  by  the  courts.*^  But  even 
in  its  original  form  the  exceptions  made  by  the  carriers 
were  subject  to  review  by  the  Commission  and  by  the 
courts,  and  this  body  of  decisions,  which  is  quite  consider- 
able in  amount,  affords  much  hght  as  to  the  principles 
by  which  the  Commission  is  guided.    Each  case,  however, 

•'  Chicago  &  \.  W.  Ry.  v.  Osborne,  Co.  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com. 

52  F<h1.  912,  3  C.  C.  A.  347,  reversing  Rep.  436. 

Osborne  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  48  "  Moise  Brothers'  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I. 

Fed.  49,  and  Junod  v.  Chicago  &  N.  &  P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  550. 

W.  Ry.,  47  Fed.  290;  United  States  v.  "  Intermountain  Rate  Cases,  234 

Mellen,  53  Fed.  229;  Imperial  Coal  U.  S.  476,  58  L.  ed.  1408,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
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is  in  a  sense  a  law  unto  itself,  and  must  stand  upon  its 
own  facts.  No  situation  can  furnish  an  exact  precedent  for 
another.^^  In  passing  upon  applications  for  relief  from 
the  operation  of  the  fourth  section,  the  CJommission  must 
take  into  consideration  the  whole  situation  from  the  stand- 
point of  both  carrier  and  shipper,*^  and  while  the  existence 
of  a  wrong  cannot  of  itself  justify  its  continuance,  the 
Commission  must  nevertheless  be  guided  to  some  extent 
by  conditions  as  it  finds  them.^  While  the  clause  as  to 
dissimilarity  of  circumstances  and  conditions  was  omitted 
from  the  Act  by  the  amendment  of  1910,  it  is  on  the 
ground  of  such  dissimilarity  that  the  Commission  usually 
grants  exemption  from  the  rule  of  section  4,  but  in  so  doing 
the  Commission  considers  not  only  whether  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  at  the  two  points  are  unlike,  but 
also  whether  the  dissimilarity  justifies  a  deviation  from  the 
long-and-short-haul  clause.*^  The  burden  of  showing  this 
is  on  the  carrier,*®  and  if  it  presents  no  defense  for  its 
violation  of  the  fourth  section,  it  must  remove  the  dis- 
criminations complained  of/* 

§  789.  Recognition  of  carrier's  right  to  relief. 

The  Commission  now  views  discrimination  between  in- 
termediate and  long-distance  points  more  leniently  than 
it  did  before  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  of  l9lO. 
Formerly  it  regarded  with  disfavor  the  maintenance  of  a 
lower  rate  for  a  longer  haul  than  for  a  shorter  one  included 
within  the  longer,  and  the  ch'cumstances  and  conditions 
obtaining  at  the  more  distant  point  which  were  relied  upon 
to  justify  it  must  not  only  be  clearly  shown  to  exist,  but 

•*  Bluefield  Shippers'  Aas'n  v.  N.  &  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C. 

W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  619.  400. 

••  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  ••  Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  Oregon 

211.  C.  C.  400.  Short  Line  Ry.,   17  I.  C.  C.  324; 

**  Bluefield  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  N.  &  Transcontinental  Commodity  Rates, 

W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519.  West  Bound,  26  I.  C.  C.  456. 

^  Heileman  Brewing  Co.  v.  C,  M.  ••  Commercial  Club  of  Duluth  v. 

A  St.  P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  396;  aty  of  B.  Sc  O.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  639. 
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also  to  exercise  a  potent  or  controlling  influence  in  compel- 
ling the  lower  rate.^  But  it  now  holds  that  its  power  is 
not  to  be  exercised  arbitrarily,  and  that  it  ia  under  a  duty 
to  permit  a  higher  intermediate  charge  whenever  the  result- 
ing rates  will  not  contravene  the  Act  because  of  injustice, 
unreasonableness,  or  undue  discrimination.^^  It  is  the 
function  of  the  Commission  to  ascertain  whether  the 
facts  set  up  by  the  carrier  in  justification  of  its  discriminan 
tory  rates  really  exist.  If  they  do,  the  Commission  recog- 
nizes that  the  carrier  may  claim  relief  from  the  fourth 
section  as  of  right.  Even  the  fact  that  adherence  to  the 
fourth  section  would  entail  only  a  slight  loss  of  revenue 
to  the  carrier  is  held  to  be  no  reason  for  denying  it  relief.^* 
In  determining  this  question  it  takes  into  account  both 
the  prejudice  against  the  intermediate  point  and  the 
rate  which  it  is  required  to  pay.^'  It  must  also  appear 
that  the  long-distance  rate  was  not  voluntarily  reduced 
by  the  carrier,  but  was  forced  down.^^  If  the  applicant 
for  relief  controls  the  long-distance  rate  and  can  deter- 
mine what  effect  shall  be  given  to  conditions  which  are 
supposed  to  justify  the  reduction  at  the  farther  point, 
then  the  Commission  may  also  decide  whether  the  car- 
rier is  justified  in  giving  to  those  conditions  the  e£fect 
which  it  does,  and  may  fix  the  extent  to  which  those  con- 
ditions may  influence  the  carrier's  rates.^^ 

§  790.  Conditions  justifying  relief  from  the  Fourth  Section. 

Whenever  a  carrier  discriminates  in  favor  of  a  point  in 


»  Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  11  L  C.  C.  56. 

'^  Railroad  Ck)min]8sion  of  Nevada 
V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  329; 
Bluefield  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  N.  & 
W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519.  That  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  allow 
higher  intermediate  rates  when  it 
would  not  result  in  a  violation  of 
any  other  section  of  the  Act  is  also 
the  view  of  the  courts.     A.,  T.  A, 
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S.  F.  Ry.  v.  United  States,  191  Fed. 
856. 

"  In  re  Lumber  Rates,  25  I.  C.  C. 
50. 

''  In  re  Application  of  Southern 
Pacific  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  366. 

'*  Grand  Jimction  Chamber  of 
Commerce  v.  D.  &  R.  G.  Ry.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  115. 

7>  Bluefield  Skippers'  Ass'n  v.  N. 
&  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519;  Bowling 
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order  to  meet  circumstances  and  conditions  not  of  its 
own  creation,  and  whenever  such  discrimination  seems 
reasonable  and  necessary,  it  may  be  justified  in  claiming 
relief  from  the  fourth  section/'  But  it  must  clearly 
appear  that  it  is  differences  in  transportation  conditions 
and  not  the  vicissitudes  of  shippers  which  produced  the 
difference  in  rates."  Rate  schedules  may  not  be  con- 
structed for  the  purpose  of  alleviating  individual  misfor- 
tune growing  out  of  bad  business  judgment  or  unfavorable 
commercial  conditions.^*  But  in  applying  the  Act  the 
Commission  should  take  into  account  whatever  would 
properly  be  regarded  by  the  carrier  apart  from  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  as  matters  which  warranted  differences  in 
charges.^^  But  the  fact  that  there  is  a  greater  market 
for  a  commodity  at  the  longer  than  at  the  shorter  distance 
point  does  not  create  a  substantial  dissimilarity  of  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,*^  nor  do  joint  tariffs  nor  an 
arrangement  by  the  carriers  with  a  wagon  transportation 
company  extending  through  lines  to  points  not  reached  by 
railway.**  One  of  the  most  important  factors  is  the  cost  of 
the  service  rendered.  From  this  standpoint  the  long  haul 
possesses  some  inherent  advantages  over  the  short  haul. 
There  are  certain  fixed  charges  which  are  the  same  regard- 
less of  the  length  of  the  haul,  and  the  greater  its  length  the 
less  the  chaise  per  ton-mile  will  be.*^  The  same  is  true  of 
passenger  service.*^  It  is  also  obvious  that  traffic  can  be 
more  cheaply  handled  per  ton-mile  in  a  densely  populated 


Green  Bufiiness  Men  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  228. 

» Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v. 
P.,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  87. 

"Ponchatoula  Farmers*  Ass'n  v. 
I.  C.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  613. 

7s  Florida  Fruit  &  Vegetable  Ass'n 
V.  A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  552,  22 
I.  C.  C.  11;  Railroad  Commission  of 
Kansas  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  22 
I.  C.  C.  407. 

7*  Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v. 


P.,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C. 
87. 

»  Fewell  V.  R.  &  D.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  354. 

*^Cary  v.  Eureka  Springs  Ry.,  7 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  286. 

"'Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  C,  C.  Sc  St.  L.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 
504. 

"'Commercial  Club  of  Salt  Lake 
aty  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
218. 
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region  where  the  volume  of  traffic  is  large  than  in  a  thmly 
settled  region  where  the  fixed  charges  must  be  borne  by  a 
smaller  amomit  of  business.^^  Differences  in  the  physical 
configuration  of  the  country  may  also  render  the  operation 
of  one  part  of  a  line  so  expensive  as  to  justify  a  higher 
charge.  The  elimination  of  grades,  larger  trainloads,  and 
increased  car  capacity  may  affect  rates.*^  All  these  factors 
may  favor  or  even  justify  a  deviation  from  the  fourth 
section.  But  something  more  than  difference  in  cost  of 
service  must  usually  be  found.  The  Commission  has 
held  that  that  alone  is  not  a  sufficient  justification^^ 
although  it  has  also  held  that  whenever  a  schedule  is 
established  for  a  one-line  haul,  certain  arbitraries  should 
be  allowed  for  a  two-line  haul,  since  the  cost  of  service  is 
greater  and  the  carrier  should  be  allowed  to  charge  more.®^ 


§  791«  Competition  as  ground  for  relief  from  the  Fourth 
Section. 

The  chief  argument  offered  by  the  carriers  as  justifying 
a  departure  from  the  long-and-short-haul  rule  is  the 
existence  of  competition  at  the  farther  distant  point.® 
Where  this  is  clearly  shown,*^  and  where  the  competition 
is  real  and  substantial,^  and  where  no  relief  seems  avail- 
able to  the  carrier  except  a  reduction  in  rates,®*  this 
argument  is  persuasive.®^    The  competition  may  be  in  the 


^  Memphis  Freight  Bureau  v.  F. 
S.  &  W.  Ry.,  11 1.  C.  C.  1. 

«  Meeker  &  Ck).  v.  L.  V.  Ry.,  21 
I.  C.  C.  139. 

"Grand  Junction  Chamber  of 
Commerce  v.  D.  &  R.  G.  Ry.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  115. 

»  Ontario  Iron  Ore  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 
&  H.  R.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  204;  Iowa 
State  Board  of  Railroad  Commis- 
sioners V.  A.  E.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  563. 

"  A  more  detailed  consideration  of 
competition  as  a  factor  justifying 
relief  from  the  Fourth  Section  will 
be  found  m  sees.  792-802. 
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"  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Ala.  Mid.  Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144, 
42  L.  ed.  414,  18  Sup.  Ct.  45. 

•»  E.  T.,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v.  Interatato 
Commerce  Commission,  181  U.  S.  1. 
45  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct.  516. 

"  Iowa  Grain  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 
354. 

'^  Decisions  holding  that  competi- 
tion justifies  a  departure  from  the 
rule  of  the  Fourth  Section  are  too 
numerous  for  citation.  Among  them 
are  the  following:  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Alabama  Mid- 
land Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed. 
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transportation  of  one  commodity  only,  e.  g.,  coffee,  and 
such  competition  does  not  require  a  competitive  rate  on 
other  commodities,  and  in  some  circumstances  would  not 
justify  such  a  rate.*^  But  while  the  facts  of  each  case  may 
present  peculiarities  which  have  an  important  bearing  on 
the  result,  it  is  now  well  settled  that  a  circuitous  line  may 
deviate  from  the  rule  of  the  fourth  section  where  it  does 
so  to  meet  the  competition  of  a  direct  line,  provided  that 
the  higher  intermediate  rate  is  still  a  reasonable  rate.^^ 
It  is  equally  well  settled  that  land  carriers  may  reduce 


414,  18  Sup.  Ct.  45,  B.  &  W.  433; 
East  Tenn.,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commifision,  181  U.  S.  1, 
45  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct.  516;  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  v.  Clyde 
S.  S.  Co.,  181  U.  S.  29,  45  L.  ed.  729, 
21  Sup.  Ct.  512;  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  R.,  190  U.  S.  273,  47  L,  ed. 
1047,  23  Sup.  Ct.  687;  Ex  parte 
Koehler,  31  Fed.  315;  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  60  Fed.  395;  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  v.  W.  &  A. 
Ry.,  88  Fed.  186;  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Southern  Ry., 
105  Fed.  703;  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  Southern  Ry.,  122 
Fed.  800;  Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  56; 
Rocky  Hill  Buggy  Co.  v.  Southern 
Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  229;  Phillipa- 
Trawick-James  Co.  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry., 
11  I.  C.  C.  644;  Pecoe  Mercantile 
Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C. 
173;  Johnston  &  Son  Dry  Goods  Co. 
V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  388; 
City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  15 
I.  C.  C.  376;  Foster  Lumber  Co.  v. 
G.  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  385; 
Paragon  Plaster  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  & 
H.  R.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  480;  Nebraska 
Material  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  89;  In  re  Investigation  of 


Advances  in  Rates  on  Grain,  21 
I.  C.  C.  22;  City  of  Spokane  v.  No. 
Pac.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  400;  In  re 
Transportation  of  Wool,  Hides  and 
Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C.  151;  Bowling  Green 
Business  Men  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  24 
I.  C.  C.  228;  Lebanon  Commercial 
Club  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  277. 
But  in  interpreting  similar  language 
in  the  Constitution  of  Kentucky, 
sec.  218,  the  court  held  that  competi- 
tion at  the  terminus  of  the  long  haul 
does  not  prevent  the  carriage  from 
being  under  substantially  similar  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions.  L.  &  N. 
Ry.  v.  Commonwealth,  106  Ky.  633. 

''Traffic  Association  of  St.  Louis 
Coffee  Importers  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  484. 

*^  Among  the  numerous  decisions 
are  the  following:  Wright  Wire  Co. 
v.  P.  &  L.  E.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  64; 
Gile  &  Co.  V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C. 
298;  In  re  Rates  on  Salt,  24  I.  C.  C. 
192;  McCullough  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  25 
I.  C.  C.  48;  In  re  Lumber  Rates,  2r> 
I.  C.  C.  50;  Edwards  &  Bradford 
Lumber  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  25 
I.  C.  C.  93;  In  re  Southern  Ry.,  25 
I.  C.  C.  407;  National  Refrigerator 
&  Butchers'  Supply  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I. 
M.  &  M.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  524;  Thomas 
Iron  Co.  V.  Penn.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
60B. 

[715] 


§792] 


Railroad  Rate  Regul.\tion 


their  rates  at  long  distance  points  in  order  to  meet  water 
competition,'^  but  this  does  not  authorize  them  to  reduce 
their  rates  so  far  as  to  suppress  water  competition;**  nor 
are  they  free  to  meet  water  competition  in  whatever  way 
and  at  whatever  point  and  to  whatever  extent  they  see 
fit.*^  Market  competition,  growing  out  of  the  efforts  of 
rival  carriers  to  transport  to  a  given  center  from  various 
points  of  origin  on  their  respective  lines  commodities  which 
compete  for  the  market  of  that  center,  must  always  be 
considered  when  it  exists,  and  may  indeed  be  the  deter- 
mining factor  in  an  application  for  a  deviation  from  the 
rule  of  the  fourth  section.'*  Competition  however  is  so 
easily  alleged,  and  so  easily  made  to  appear,  and  assumes 
so  many  elusive  forms  that  applications  based  upon  it 
must  be  carefully  scrutinized  in  order  to  prevent  fraud. 


Topic  E.    Competition  as  a  Factor  in  Rate  Making 

§  792.  Competition  as  a  justification  for  discrimination. 

Few  questions  come  before  the  Commission  with  greater 


*^  Water  competition  is  the  jus- 
tification relied  upon  in  innumerable 
cases.  Among  them  are  the  following : 
Darling  &  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  15 
I.  C.  C.  79;  City  of  Spokane  v.  No. 
Pac.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  376;  Rogers  v. 
Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
434;  Bayou  City  Rice  Mills  v.  T.  & 
N.  O.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  490;  Steinfeld 
&  Co.  V.  I.  C.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  12; 
American  Cigar  Co.  v.  P.  &  R.  Ry., 
20  I.  C.  C.  81;  Fruit  Growers'  Ass'n 
V.  A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  190;  In- 
ternational Salt  Co.  V.  G.  &  W.  Ry., 
20  I.  C.  C*.  530;  In  re  Transportation 
of  Wool,  Hides  &  Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C. 
151;  Escanaba  Business  Men's  Ass'n 
V.  A.  A,  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  11;  Bowling 
Green  Business  Men  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  228;  Railroad  Commis- 
sioners of  Oregon  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  273;  Southwestern  Ship- 
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pers'  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  570;  In  re  Lumber 
Rates,  25  I.  C.  C.  50;  Gillis  &  Son  v. 
P.  B.  &  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  61; 
Gottron  Bros.  Co.  v.  G.  &  W.  Ry., 
28  I.  C.  C.  38;  Meridian  Board  of 
Trade  v.  A.  G.  S.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  360; 
New  England  Investigation,  28  I.  C. 
C.  560. 

■•Texarkana  Freight  Bureau  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  569. 

^  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  162. 

*"  Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
276;  Railroad  Commission  of  Kansas 
V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  407; 
In  re  Rates  on  Salt,  24  I.  C.  C.  192; 
Kellogg  Toasted  Com  Flake  Co.  v. 
M.  C.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  604;  In  re 
Lumber  Rates,  25  I.  C.  C.  50. 
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frequency  than  the  effect  which  competition  may  be  al* 
lowed  to  have  in  justification  of  discriminating  rates.  This 
is  not  considered  in  determining  questions  of  discrim- 
ination under  section  2,**  but  it  is  involved  in  both  the 
third  and  fourth  sections  of  the  Act.  The  third  section 
forbids  "any  undue  or  uiu*easonable  preference  or  advan- 
tage" to  any  person  or  place  or  description  of  traffic, 
while  the  fourth  section  absolutely  prohibits  a  lower 
charge  for  a  long  haul  than  for  a  shorter  one  included 
therein  unless  it  has  first  been  authorized  by  the  Com- 
mission.  In  suits  under  both  sections  the  carriers  have 
availed  themselves  of  the  existence  of  competition  at  a 
given  point  as  an  argument  for  sustaining  their  rates  to 
that  point: — under  the  third  section  as  a  defense  against 
a  charge  of  undue  discrimination,  and  under  the  fourth 
section  as  justifying  relief  from  the  operation  of  this 
rigid  long-and-short-haul  rule.  The  question  therefore  as 
to  what  competition  will  justify  a  discriminatory  rate  is 
almost  constantly  before  the  Commission,  and  while  cer- 
tain general  principles  have  been  developed  m  deaUng 
with  it,  the  question  is  still  primarily  one  of  fact  which 
must  be  settled  anew  in  each  case  as  it  arises.  In  the 
application  of  the  third  and  fourth  sections  to  a  specific 
state  of  facts,  one  important  distinction  between  the  two 
sections  presents  itself  at  the  outset.  When  a  complaint 
alleging  undue  discrimination  under  the  third  section 
comes  to  the  Commission  for  adjudication,  the  Commission 
finds  the  alleged  discrimination  in  existence  as  an  accom- 
plished fact,  and  the  burden  of  proving  its  unlawfulness 
rests  on  him  who  complains  of  it.  But  under  the  fourth 
section  as  amended  in  1910,  no  discrimination  of  the 
kind  there  prohibited  can  be  put  into  operation  until  the 
consent  of  the  Commission  has  first  been  obtained.  And 
the  burden  of  justifying  the  discrimination  lies  with  the 
carrier  who  seeks  that  consent.  In  a  close  case  this 
shifting  in  the  burden  of  proof  may  be  the  determining 

"  In  re  Advances  on  Manganese  Ore,  25  I.  C.  C.  663. 
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factor.  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  recognized  that  the 
third  section  is  much  more  dastic  than  the  fourth,  and 
there  might  be  a  violation  of  the  rigid  rule  of  the  fourth 
section  under  a  state  of  facts  which  would  not  constitute  a 
violation  of  the  third  section/  but  a  discrimination  which 
can  be  justified  under  section  4  is  never  a  violation  of 
section  3.* 


§  793.  Competitioii  as  a  factor  in  rate  making. 

It  is  now  well  settled  that  competition  at  a  given  point 
is  a  dissimilarity  of  conditions  which  may  justify  a  lower 
rate  than  to  other  points  which  are  in  all  other  respects 
similarly  situated.  The  Commission  has  always  allowed 
this  to  be  shown,  but  it  was  with  much  reluctance  that  it 
followed  the  precedents  of  the  English  courts  and  accepted 
it  as  a  complete  justification.  Now,  however,  both  the 
Commission  and  the  coiuis  regard  competition  with  favor 
as  a  circumstance  to  be  encouraged,  and  allow  it  to  have 
whatever  effect  it  can  be  shown  to  have  in  the  making  of 
rates.^  It  has  even  been  asserted  that  the  carrier  has  a 
''natural  right"  to  make  his  rates  low  enough  to  meet 


1  Kellogg  Toasted  Corn  Flake  Co. 
V.  M.  C.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  604. 

*Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
8.  F.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  66. 

•This  doctrine  is  now  bo  well 
established  by  a  multitude  of  deci- 
sions that  specific  citations  are  un- 
necessary. In  the  following  cases, 
competition  was  sustained  as  a  dis- 
Himilarity  of  condition  which  justi- 
f  i(*d  a  less  charge  for  a  long  haul  before 
the  adoption  of  the  Amendment  of 
1910.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry. 
V.  Interstate  Com.  Comm.,  162  U.  S. 
184,  40  L.  ed.  935,  16  Sup.  Ct.  700; 
Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  Com. 
Comm.,  162  U.  S.  197,  40  L.  ed.  940, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  666;  Interstate  Com. 
Comm.  V.  Alabama  Mid.  Ry.,  168 
U.  S,  144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
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45,  B.  &  W.  433;  Louisville  &  N.  Ry. 
V.  Behhner,  175  U.  S.  648,  44  L.  ed. 
309,  20  Sup.  Ct.  209;  East  Tenn.,  V. 
&  G.  Ry.  V.  Interstate  Com.  Comm., 
181  U.  S.  1,  45  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  516;  Interstate  Com.  Comm.  v. 
Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  181  U.  S.  291,  45 
L.  ed.  866,  21  Sup.  Ct.  512.  In 
addition  to  the  above  cases,  while  in 
various  stages  below,  see:  Missouri 
Pac.  Ry.  V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  31  Fed. 
862;  Ex  parte  Koehler,  31  Fed.  315; 
Interstate  Com.  Conam.  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  50  Fed.  295;  Inter- 
state Com.  Comm.  v.  Southern  Ry., 
105  Fed.  703.  It  should  be  noted  also 
that  all  parts  of  a  joint  rate  may  be 
affected  by  competition.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  v.  C,  P.  &  V. 
Ry.,  124  Fed.  624. 
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those  of  his  competitor/  and  it  is  well  recognized  that  a 
carrier  may  for  competitive  reasons  establish  a  rate  lower 
than  it  could  justly  be  compelled  by  the  Commission  to 
establish.^  In  thus  accepting  on  a  comparatively  small 
volume  of  traffic  moving  to  a  given  point  exceptionally 
low  comparative  rates,  which  it  must  establish  in  order 
to  secure  any  part  of  the  traffic,  a  carrier  does  not  thereby 
estop  itself  from  charging  reasonably  remunerative  rates 
to  other  points  to  which  it  hauls  the  volume  of  the  traffic 
from  which  it  must  derive  the  principal  part  of  its  rev- 
enues.* Nor  do  carriers  which  accord  competing  localities 
the  same  rates  to  a  particular  point  obligate  themselves  to 
grant  to  them  the  same  rates  to  other  points  where  they 
do  not  compete.^  So  far  indeed  have  the  courts  and  the 
Commission  gone  as  to  treat  it  almost  as  a  matter  of 
judicial  knowledge  that  in  fixing  certain  rates  the  carrier 
had  practically  no  choice,  but  must  make  rates  which 
would  meet  those  of  its  competitors,  or  else  withdraw  from 
that  traffic  altogether.  Thus  the  Commission  recognizes 
that  the  rates  from  the  Atlantic  ports  to  Asia  are  the 
result  of  the  rivalry  of  the  transcontinental  roads  and  the 
Suez  and  Panama  canals,^  while  the  rates  fixed  by  the 
railways  on  traffic  between  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  coasts 
are  controlled  by  the  steamship  lines  operating  by  way  of 
Panama.®     Rates  from  the  North  Atlantic  ports  to  the 


^Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
53. 

*  Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
Pa.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  567;  Breeze- 
Trenton  Mining  Co.  v.  W.  Ry.,  19 
I.  C.  C.  598;  Evens  &  Howard  Fire 
Brick  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  A  S.  Ry.,  25 
I.  C.  C.  141;  Sioux  City  Tenninal 
Elevated  Railroad  Co.  v.  C,  M.  A  St. 
P.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  457. 

'Railroad  Commission  of  Ken- 
tucky V.  L.  ic  N.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C. 
300. 


^Colorado  Coal  Traffic  Aas'n  v. 
C.  &  S.  Ry.,  18 1.  C.  C.  572. 

"  China  and  Japan  Trading  Co.  v. 
Georgia  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  236;  Enter- 
prise Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Georgia 
Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  451. 

"  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 
15  I.  C.  C.  376;  Kentucky  Wagon 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  I.  C.  Ry.,  18 1.  C.  C.  360; 
Taylor  Diy  Goods  Co.  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  205;  Keats 
Auto  Co.  v.  O.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  28 
I.  C.  C.  412.  See  re-opened  Inter- 
mountain  Rate  Cases,  I.  C.  C, 
Feb.  11,  1915. 
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south  are  fixed  by  water  routes,  ^^  while  those  to  the  middle 
west  are  determined  by  the  existence  of  the  competition  of 
the  Great  Lakes."  Cleveland,  Toledo,  Detroit  and  Duluth 
possess  competitive  conditions  which  cannot  be  ignored  in 
the  making  of  rates,  ^^  while  St.  Louis,  Memphis  and 
Vicksburg  are  equally  indebted  to  the  Mississippi.^' 
The  Commission  has  repeatedly  indicated  that  rates  to 
MinneapoUs,  St.  Louis  and  Memphis  are  the  result  of 
acute  competitive  conditions,^*  while  it  was  held  that 
competition  at  Louisville  justified  a  variance  in  rate  accord- 
ing to  the  grade  of  coal,  while  at  a  neighboring  non- 
competitive point  one  rate  was  appUed  to  all  grades.  ^^ 
But  while  the  Commission  and  the  courts  are  ready  to 
allow  to  competition  whatever  weight  it  can  be  shown  to 
have  in  the  making  of  rates,  the  question  always  remains 
what  weight  does  competition  actually  have  in  this  par- 
ticular case.  This  is  a  question  of  fact,  in  the  determina- 
tion of  which  decisions  in  other  cases  are  of  little  help. 
The  Commission,  however,  has  held  that  it  is  not  enough 
to  show  merely  the  existence  of  actual  or  potential  com- 
petition.^^ Its  character  must  be  examined  and  its  bearing 
upon  the  making  of  rates  must  be  determined.  If  carriers 
rely  upon  competition  as  a  justification  for  a  discrimina- 
tory adjustment  of  rates,  they  must  show  not  only  the 


^  Receivers'  &  Shippers'  Ass'n  'of 
CSncinnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  18 
I.  C.  C.  440;  Atlanta  Journal  Co.  v. 
S.  A.  L.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  186. 

"  Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v.  A. 
C.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  604;  International 
Salt  Co.  V.  G.  &  W.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C. 
530;  Wisconsin  State  Millers*  Ass'n  v. 
C.  N.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  494; 
Gottron  Bros.  Co.  v.  G.  &  W.  Ry., 
28  I.  C.  C.  38. 

"Saginaw  Board  of  Trade  v. 
G.  T.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  128. 

"  Anadarko  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  43. 

"  Buidness  Men's  League  of  Albert 
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Lea  V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  24  L  C.  C.  125; 
Lumbermen's  Ebcchange  of  St.  Louis 
V.  A.  &  S.  R.  Ry.,  24  L  C.  C.  220; 
Holland  Blow  Stave  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L. 
Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  81;  Merchanta' 
Freight  Bureau  of  Little  Rock  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  543; 
Boston  Chamber  of  C<»nmeroe  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C  230; 
Traffic  Bureau  of  Nashville  v.  L.  A  N. 
Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  633. 

^*  Lebanon  Commeitsial  Chib  ▼. 
L,  &  N.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  301. 

^*  Chamber  of  Commeree  of  New- 
port News  v.  Southern  Ry.,  23  I.  C. 
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fact  but  the  reason  for  it.  If  there  is  no  reason  outside 
the  mere  whim  of  their  traffic  managers,  then  the  roads 
must  bear  the  burden  of  the  poor  company  in  which  they 
find  themselves  at  competitive  points.  ^^  It  must  also  be 
shown  that  the  competition  was  sufficient  to  justify  a 
difference  in  rates/^  and  that  the  rate  differential  estab- 
lished is  not  greater  than  the  competition  warranted.^' 
It  must  furthermore  appear  that  the  competition  is 
genuine,**  and  was  not  created  nor  is  it  controlled  by  the 
carrier.  2*  The  existence  of  competition  at  a  favored  point 
is  no  defense  to  a  charge  of  undue  prejudice  when  similar 
competitive  conditions  exist  at  the  place  prejudiced. ^^ 
The  agency  or  instrument  used  by  the  competing  carrier  is 
immaterial.     The  competition  may  be  by  rail,^'  or  by 


"  E.  T.,  v.  &  G.  Ry.  v.  the  Inter- 
state Com.  Ck>mm.,  99  Fed.  52; 
SuflFem  Grwn  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  22 
I.  C.  C.  178. 

*•  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 
21  I.  C.  C.  400. 

"Grain  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  I.  C. 
Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  158;  Holdzkom 
V.  M.  C.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  42; 
Marten  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  581;  Gardner  v.  So.  Ry.,  10 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  342;  Merschom,  S.  P.  & 
Co.  V.  Central  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
456;  Lehmann-Higginson  Grocery 
Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  460;  Planters'  Gin  &  Compress 
Co.  V.  Y.  &  M.  V.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
131;  Sondheimer  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  17 
I.  C.  C.  60. 

""Int.  Com.  Comm.  v.  C.  G.  W. 
Ry.,  209  U.  S.  108. 

'^  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Ash- 
bum  V.  G.  S.  &  F.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C. 
140;  Bowling  Green  Business  Men's 
Ass'n  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  228. 
A  higher  rate  on  lumber  shipped  from 
southern  territory  to  Des  Moines  over 
that  shipped  to  Omaha  and  Council 
Bluff    cannot    be    justified    on    the 
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ground  that  Omaha  is  *'an  important 
dumping  ground"  for  lumber,  where 
it  appears  that  such  dumping  ground 
results  from  the  very  difference  in 
rates  complained  of.  Greater  Des 
Moines  Committee  v.  C.  G.  W.  Ry., 
14  I.  C.  C.  294. 

*'  Mayor  and  Council  of  Boston  v. 
A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  34  I.  C.  C.  50;  Mfrs.  & 
Merchants'  Ass'n  v.  A.  &  A.  Ry.,  24 
I.  C.  C.  331;  Board  of  Trade  of 
Morristown  v.  A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  24  I.  C. 
C.  372;  In  re  Advances  on  Barley, 
24  I.  C.  C.  664;  Mfrs.  &  Merchants 
Ass'n  v.  A.  A.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  116; 
North  Fork  Cannel  Coal  Co.  v. 
Ann  Arbor  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  241; 
Southern  Furniture  Mfrs.  Ass'n  v. 
So.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  379. 

'*  Randolph  Lumber  Co.  v.  S.  A. 
L.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  601;  Wright  Wire 
Co.  V.  P.  &  L.  E.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  64; 
Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v.  C,  C, 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  195; 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  York 
V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  55: 
Bahrenburg  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L. 
Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  560;  City  of  Craw- 
ford V.  C.  &  X.  W.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C. 
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boat,^^  or  by  wagon, ^^  or  by  a  trolley  car.**  It  has  even 
been  held  that  water  competition  is  created  by  floating 
ties  down  a  river,  ^^  and  that  circumstances  are  dissimilar 
at  a  city  served  by  break-bulk  boats  and  by  car  ferry  as 
compared  with  a  city  not  so  served.^  Within  certain 
limits  express  rates  and  freight  rates  competie,  and  to  that 
extent  express  rates  should  be  established  with  reference  to 
freight  rates.  ^  Express  rates  in  turn  are  affected  by  the 
competition  of  the  post  office,  which  shows  itself  in  the 
disproportionate  charges  for  large  and  small  packages.^ 
Whether  the  competing  carrier  is  subject  to  the  Act  is 
immaterial.  ^^ 

§  794.  Incidents  of  competition. 
When  it  is  once  established  that  substantial  competition 

543;  Texarkana  Freight  Bureau  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  569; 
LiaGrange  Chamber  of  Commeroe  v. 
A.  &  W.  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  178; 
Meridian  Board  of  Trade  v.  A.  G.  S. 
Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  360;  Wausau  Ad- 
vancement  Ass'n  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 
28  I.  C.  C.  459. 

*»  Santa  Ro6a  Traffic  AsB'n  v.  So. 
Pac.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  46;  Baker  CJom- 
mercial  Club  v.  O.  W.  R.  R.  &  N.  Co., 
25  I.  C.  C.  281. 

^  Elgin  Commercial  Club  v.  B.  & 
M.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  380. 

w  Preston  v.  C.  &  O.  Ry.,  19  I.  C. 
C.  406. 

"Escanaba  Business  Men's  Ass'n 
V.  Ann  Arbor  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  11. 

^  Kindel  v.  Adams  Express  Co., 
11  I.  C.  C.  475. 

''^Sandford  v.  Western  Express 
Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  32;  In  re  Express 
Rates,  24  I.  C.  C.  380. 

"Pittsburg  Plate  Glass  Co.  v. 
P.,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  87; 
In  re  Investigation  of  Advances  in 
Rates  on  Grain,  21  I.  C.  C.  22;  Com- 
mercial Club  of  Superior  v.  G.  N.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  96. 


259;  Philadelphia  Veneer  Lumber  Co. 
V.  C.  Ry.  of  N.  J.,  25  I.  C.  C.  653; 
Coke  Producers  Ass'n  of  Connells- 
ville  V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  125; 
Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v.  C,  C, 
C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  53;  Omaha 
Grain  Exchange  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry., 
28  I.  C.  C.  680. 

"Enterprise  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Georgia 
Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  130;  Montgomery 
Freight  Bureau  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  17 
I.  C.  C.  621;  Receivers'  &  Shippers* 
Ass'n  of  Cincinnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  &  T. 
P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  440;  Industrial 
Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  W.  &  G.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  50;  Truck  Growers'  Ass'n 
V.  A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  190; 
Georgetown  Ry.  &  Light  Co.  v. 
N.  &  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  144;  South 
Atlantic  Waste  Co.  v.  So.  Ry.,  22 
I.  C.  C.  293;  Escanaba  Business 
Men's  Ass'n  v.  A.  A.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C. 
11;  In  re  Advances  on  Flaxseed,  25 
I.  C.  C.  337;  Rates  on  Knitting- 
factory  Products,  25  I.  C.  C.  634; 
Arkansas  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  St.  L., 
I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  645; 
Merchants  Freight  Bureau  of  Little 
Rock  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C. 
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really  exists,  it  may  affect  traiisportation  in  ways  which 
do  not  always  show  in  the  rate  schedules.  Competition 
may  properly  be  considered  in  determining  the  correct 
classification  of  an  article,^^  but  its  effect  is  not  to  be 
extended  to  articles  to  which  it  does  not  apply  by  merely 
classing  them  with  articles  to  which  it  does  apply.  ^' 
Railways  may  be  forced  to  establish  any-quantity  rates  on 
commodities  because  of  competition  with  any-quantity 
water  rates  on  those  commodities.'*  Water  competition 
may  also  justify  a  difference  in  the  right  of  combining 
different  commodities  at  the  carload  rate,'^  or  of  loading 
C.  L.  freight  at  one  station  and  not  at  another.'^  Even 
the  minimum  weight  of  the  carload  may  vary  at  different 
points  because  of  competition.  The  fixing  of  the  minimum 
weight  at  20,000  pounds  on  shipments  of  bananas  from 
New  Orleans  and  Mobile  to  points  west  of  the  Mississippi 
River,  while  assessing  a  minimiun  weight  of  18,000  poimds 
to  Chicago  and  points  east  of  the  river,  did  not  result  in 
undue  discrimination,  as  it  appeared  that  such  difference  in 
minima  was  made  to  meet  competition  through  Baltimore, 
and  that  cars  of  bananas  from  New  Orleans  and  Mobile 
were  usually  loaded  from  2,000  to  4,000  pounds  in  excess 
of,  the  20,000  pound  minimum.'^  The  privileges  enjoyed 
by  shippers  will  depend  at  many  points  on  whether  those 
points  are  competitive.  The  granting  of  a  longer  free 
time  for  unloading  at  New  York  than  at  Baltimore ;  ^ 
the  granting  of  a  milling-in-transit  privilege  to  Minneapolis 
and  St.  Paul  which  is  denied  to  Janesville ;  ^'  the  absorp- 
tion of  a  terminal  charge  in  favor  of  one  locality  or  com- 

"  Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co.  '*  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry,, 

V.  Ann  Arbor  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  197;  15  I.  C.  C.  376. 

Western  Classification  Case,  25  I.  C.  **  Utica  Traffic  Bureau  v.  N.  Y.  C. 

C.  442.  &  H.  R.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  271. 

'*  In   re   Advances   in   Rates   on  "  Topeka  Banana  Dealers'  Aas'n 

Locomotives  and  Tenders,  21 1.  C.  C.  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  620. 

103.  "Brey  v.  Pennsylvania  Ry.,   16 

M  Schmidt  A  Peters,  Inc.,  v.  A.,  T.  I.  C.  C.  497. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  376.  »  Blodgett  Milling  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 

St.  P.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  448. 
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modity  to  the  prejudice  of  another;  ^  the  giving  of  free 
store-door  pick-up  and  delivery  to  one  section  of  a  city 
while  denying  it  to  others;  *^  the  giving  of  an  icing  privilege 
at  one  point  which  is  refused  at  others ;  ^^  the  granting  of 
a^  elevator  allowance  at  one  point  and  not  at  another ;  *^ 
the  maintenance  of  proportional  rates  on  grain  at  Omaha 
while  denying  them  at  Sioux  City ;  ^* — ^all  these  have  been 
upheld  because  of  the  existence  of  competition  at  the 
favored  point.  But  on  the  other  hand  the  fact  that  the 
market .  for  a  commodity  is  better  at  the  long-distance 
point  than  at  the  intermediate  point  does  not  justify  a 
lower  rate  to  the  former;  ^'"^  nor  does  water  competition 
justify  charging  different  export  rates  merely  by  reason  of 
the  fact  that  beyond  the  port  of  transshipment  the  traffic 
is  to  be  carried  to  different  destinations.^*  It  should  be 
noted  that  even  though  a  carrier  be  entitled  to  reduce  its 
rates  to  a  low  margin  at  competitive  points,  it  does  not 
thereby  free  itself  from  the  obligation  to  grant  reasonable 
rates  to  intermediate  or  non-competitive  points.  To 
determine  what  is  a  reasonable  rate  is  difficult,  but  ob- 
viously a  rate  which  has  been  forced  upon  the  carrier  by 
competition  cannot  be  taken  as  the  standard  of  measure- 
ment. 


§  796.  Commodity  and  market  competition. 

The  competition  which  may  be  considered  in  proper 
cases  includes  not  only  that  between  carriers  with  its 
usual  incidents,  but  also  that  of  a  commodity  produced 


^  Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  v.  F.  W.  & 
D.  C.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  513. 
*^  Anacostia  Citizens'  Ass'n  v.  B.  & 

0.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  411. 
^*Kenner  Truck    Farmers'    Ass'n 

V.  111.  Cent.  Ry.,  32  I.  C.  C.  1. 

«  Ryley  v.  W.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  210; 
Gund  &  Co.  V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  25 

1.  C.  C.  326.  The  payment  of  an 
elevator  charge  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany when  comi>elled  by  competition 
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is  lawful.  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  DifTenbaugh,  222  U.  S.  42, 
56  L.  ed.  83,  32  Sup.  Ct.  22. 

**  Sioux  City  Terminal  Elevator 
Co.  V.  C.  N.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C. 
98. 

«  Fewell  V.  R.  &  D.  Ry.,  7  I,  C.  C. 
Rep.  354. 

«  New  Orleans  Board  of  Trade  v. 
1.  C.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  465. 
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in  one  section  of  the  country  with  the  same  commodity 
produced  in  another  section,  and  sometimes  even  the 
competition  of  one  kind  of  traffic  with  another.'*^  But 
competition  in  commodities  alone  is  not  a  circumstance  or 
condition  that  will  entitle  a  selling  point  to  have  an  al- 
ready low  rate  made  still  lower  in  order  to  equal  one  at  a 
more  distant  point,  the  latter  having  been  made  to  meet 
the  competition  of  carriers  and  of  rates  as  well  as  of 
markets  and  of  products/*  The  competition  between 
carriers  each  serving  a  district  in  which  a  given  commodity 
is  produced  to  place  that  commodity  on  the  market  at 
great  centers — what  is  known  as  market  competition — has 
been  viewed  by  the  Commission  in  different  ways  at 
different  times,  and  it  is  impossible  to  reconcile  its  deci- 
sions on  the  subject.  In  one  line  of  cases  it  has  held  that 
market  competition  is  to  be  encouraged,^*  even  when  it 
necessitates  a  rate  unreasonably  low  and  which  does  not 
yield  a  fair  return  for  the  service  rendered.^  The  con- 
sumer should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  buy  in  all 
competing  fields  in  so  far  as  that  can  be  fairly  accom- 
plished.^^ Market  competition  is  held  to  be  so  important 
a  factor  in  rate  making  that  it  may  justify  discrimina- 
tion.^^ No  case  of  market  competition,  however,  may 
safely  be  made  a  precedent  for  any  other.  ^'  On  the  other 
hand,  the  Commission  has  held  that  the  abihty  of  compet- 
ing points  of  production  to  sell  in  a  common  market,  in  so 
far  as  it  goes  beyond  the  question  of  cost  of  transportation, 
is  purely  a  commercial  question  and  cannot  enter  into 


**  Metropolitan  Paving  Brick  Co. 
V.  Ann  Arbor  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
197. 

«  Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  56. 

« Andy's  Ridge  Coal  Co.  v.  So. 
Ry.,  18 1.  C.  C.  405;  Massee  &  Felton 
Lumber  Co.  v.  So.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C. 
110. 

»  Edgar  &  Son  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  26 
I.  C.  C.  181. 


"Andy's  Ridge  Coal  Co.  v.  So. 
Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  405. 

»*  Southern  Bitulithic  Co.  v.  I.  C. 
Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  300.  The  diflferential 
between  Omaha  and  Kansas  City  to 
Arkansas  is  fixed  as  a  result  of  com- 
petition with  Illinois  and  Iowa  grain. 
Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C,  R.  I.  & 
P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  680. 

"Andy's  Ridge  Coal  Co.  v.  So. 
Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  405. 
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the  determination  of  rates.  ^^  Again  it  has  said  that  there 
is  no  such  thing  as  market  competition  which  is  distinct 
from  competition  between  lines  of  transportation  serving 
the  markets.^^  It  has  described  market  competition  as 
'^a  euphemism  for  raik-oad  pohcy/'  and  has  held  that  the 
desire  of  a  number  of  shippers  to  reach  a  market  is  a  force 
to  which  the  carrier  may  not  yield  unless  it  can  clearly 
establish  that  the  adoption  of  such  a  policy  will  not  un- 
fairly discriminate  against  one  community  in  favor  of 
another,  and  will  not  produce  those  results  which  the  Act 
was  intended  to  prevent.*^  Market  competition,  moreover, 
should  be  carefully  distinguished  from  competing  markets. 
The  fact  that  there  is  competition  for  the  purchase  of 
certain  coal  between  Nebraska  conmiunities  and  com- 
munities in  Wyoming  and  Utah  affords  no  justification  to 
the  carrier  for  charging  more  than  a  reasonable  rate  for 
the  transportation  of  such  coal  as  the  Nebraska  people 
succeed  in  buying." 

§  796.  How  the  Commission  determines  justifiable  dis- 
crimination* 

Since  the  Act  in  both  the  third  and  fourth  sections 
recognizes  that  discrimination  of  certain  kinds  or  to  a  cer- 
tain extent  may  in  certain  circumstances  and  conditions 
be  justifiable,  it  is  the  business  of  the  Commission  to  as- 
certain whether  such  justification  exists  and  whether  the 
discrimination  exceeds  the  justification.  In  passing  upon 
an  application  for  reUef  from  the  fourth  section  because 
of  the  existence  of  water  competition,  the  Commission 
imposed  the  following  tests:  1.  Is  it  true  that  the  long- 
distance rate  is  forced  by  water  competition?  2.  Is  the 
long-distance  rate  which  has  been  established  in  view  of 

^  Jeimison  Co.  v.  Gt.  No.  Ry.,  18  **  Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 

I.  C.  C.  113.  V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  329. 

"  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  "  Nebraska  State  Railway  Com- 

21  I.  C,  C.  400.  miflsion  v.  Un.  Pac.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C. 

349. 
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water  competition  less  than  would  otherwise  be  reason- 
able? 3.  Are  the  rates  at  the  intermediate  points  reason- 
able? 4.  Do  the  rates  unduly  prefer  one  locality  to  an- 
other? "  These  tests,  it  would  seem,  apply  equally  well 
to  land  competition,  and  when  competition  is  the  defense 
they  might  also  be  employed  in  determining  whether  there 
was  undue  discrimination  within  the  meamng  of  section  3. 
Having  found  that  competitive  conditions  exist  which  make 
it  imperative  that  some  one  should  suffer,  it  is  pertin- 
ent for  the  Commission  to  inquire  how  the  least  injury 
may  be  inflicted.^*  Everything  depends  upon  the  circum- 
stances under  which  a  rate  is  made  and  the  transporta- 
tion conducted,^  and  a  change  of  conditions  may  lead  to 
different  conclusions.*^  The  Commission  takes  the  whole 
situation  into  consideration,  and  even  though  it  was 
competitive  conditions  among  the  shippers  which  were  the 
chief  inducement  to  the  complaint,  yet  it  will  show  due 
regard  for  transportation  conditions  and  the  rights  of  the 
carriers.**  It  will  also  take  into  account  the  interests  of 
all  competing  Unes  and  not  merely  of  that  line  which 
could  handle  the  business  at  the  lowest  rate.**  If  com- 
petition exists  at  a  certain  point,  the  Commission  is  dis- 
posed to  give  shippers  the  benefit  of  it.*^  If  the  competi- 
tion is  between  a  railroad  and  a  waterway,  such  as  the 
Mississippi,  the  Commission  will  endeavor  to  measure  the 
force  of  the  competition  at  different  distances  from  the 
river  and  thus  determine  what  degree  of  discrimination 
is  allowable  at  various  points.*" 


**In  re  Transportation  of  Wool, 
Hides  and  Pelts,  23  I.  C.  C.  151. 

»•  Bluefield  Shippers*  Ass'n  v.  N.  & 
W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  619. 

**  Oregon  &  Washington  Lumber 
Manufacturers'  Ass'n  v.  So.  Pac. 
Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  389. 

"  Sinclair  &  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St.  P. 
Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C,  490. 


''Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v. 
T.  S.  E.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  323. 

•'Receivers  &  Shippers'  Ass'n  of 
Cincmnati  v.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 
18  I.  C.  C.  440. 

"  Steinfeld  &  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  12. 

'*  Railroad  Commission  of  Ten- 
nessee V.  Ann  Arbor  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
418. 
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§  797.  Competitive  rates  must  be  compensatory. 

The  fact  that  a  carrier  is  compelled  to  make  a  low  rate 
at  a  competitive  point  in  order  to  obtain  any  part  of  the 
traffic  at  that  point  does  not  authorize  it  to  lower  its  rate 
to  any  extent  which  may  be  necessary  in  order  to  attain 
this  result.  A  carrier  owes  a  duty  to  every  point  on  its 
line  to  see  that  its  traffic  at  one  place,  even  though  not 
very  profitable,  is  at  least  not  a  burden  on  the  traffic  at 
other  points.  If  railway  carriers  engage  in  a  competitive 
struggle  for  business  at  a  place  where  they  meet,  and  under- 
bid each  other  or  other  carriers  to  a  point  which  is  not  in 
itself  remunerative,  can  they  turn  back  on  the  line,  and 
taking  advantage  of  the  conditions  existing  at  other  lo- 
caUties,  arising  either  from  the  fact  that  there  is  no  op- 
portunity for  competition,  or  from  the  fact  that  by  con- 
cert of  the  carriers  there  is  none,  charge  such  rates  for  the 
shorter  haul  as  shall  make  good  their  lack  of  profits  in 
competitive  business,  and  even  up  the  profits  on  their 
whole  business  to  the  point  they  set  before  themselves 
as  reasonable?^  Against  this  Mr,  Justice  White  clearly 
expressed  the  dissent  of  his  court:  "That,  as  mdicated 
in  the  previous  opinions  of  this  court,  there  may  be  cases 
where  the  carrier  cannot  be  allowed  to  avail  of  the  com- 
petitive condition  because  of  the  public  interests  and  the 
other  provisions  of  the  statute,  is  of  course  clear.  What 
particular  environment  may  in  every  case  produce  this 
result  cannot  be  in  advance  indicated.  But  the  suggestion 
of  an  obvious  case  is  not  inappropriate.  Take  a  case 
where  the  carrier  cannot  meet  the  competitive  rate  to  a 
given  point  without  transporting  the  merchandise  at  less 
than  the  cost  of  transportation,  and  therefore  without 
bringing  about  a  deficiency,  which  would  have  to  be  met 
by  increased  charges  upon  other  business.  Clearly,  in 
such  a  case,  the  engaging  in  such  competitive  traffic 
would  both  bring  about  an  unjust  discrimination  and  a 
disregard  of  the  public  interest,  since  a  tendency  towards 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Com.  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Ry.,  85  Fed.  107. 
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unreasonable  rates  on  other  business  would  arise  from  the 
carriage  of  traffic  at  less  than  the  cost  of  transportation 
to  particular  places."  ^  Thus  it  is  evident  that  there  are 
limits  beyond  which  a  carrier  may  not  go  in  its  attempt 
to  meet  competition.**  It  is  well  settled  that  a  carrier 
may  not  lawfully  engage  in  transportation  at  a  rate  less 
than  the  cost  of  service,  since  this  would  result  in  an  im- 
proper and  unlawful  burden  on  other  traffic.*^ 


§  798.  Non-competitive  rates  must  be  reasonable. 

While  the  Act  favors  the  competitive  point  in  that  it 
allows  it  to  reap  whatever  advantage  its  competitive  con- 
ditions may  afford,  it  nowhere  contemplates  that  the  in- 
terests of  the  intermediate  points  are  to  be  sacrificed.  As 
has  just  been  indicated,  the  carrier  is  obUged  to  make  a 
rate  to  the  competitive  point  which  is  at  least  high  enough 
to  meet  the  cost  of  service,  and  thus  save  non-competitive 
points  from  the  burden  of  any  loss  on  competitive  traffic. 
Furthermore,  no  matter  what  rate  is  charged  to  competi- 
tive points,  every  non-competitive  point  is  entitled  to  a 
rate  which  is  reasonable.  The  mere  fact  of  competition, 
r^ardless  of  its  character  or  extent,  does  not  relieve  the 
carrier  of  the  restraints  of  the  third  and  fourth  sections.^® 
While  competition  may  justify  the  carrier  in  charging  to 
competitive  points  a  rate  that  is  less  than  reasonable, 
it  does  not  deprive  other  points  of  their  right  to  a  rate 
that  is  not  unreasonably  high,^^  and  a  carrier  applying 
for  reUef  under  the  fourth  section  must  show  that  its  in- 


»  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Com.,  181 
U.  8.  1,  45  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
516.  See  also  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  Alabama  Midland 
Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  45;  Chamber  of  Commerce 
of  New  York  v.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  56. 

"Bumham,  Hanna,  Munger  Co. 
V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  299. 


••  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  162;  Commercial  Club  of 
Superior  v.  G.  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  96. 

^  Interstate  Commerce  Com.  v. 
Alabama  Midland  Ry.,  168  U.  S. 
144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
45. 

^^  Southern  Timber  &  Land  Co. 
V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  232; 
Grain  Rates  in  C.  F.  A.  Territory, 
28  I.  C.  C.  549. 
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tennediate  rates  do  not  violate  this  right.^'  In  determin- 
ing what  is  reasonable,  the  Commission  will  examine  the 
situation  at  the  intermediate  point.  If  it  is  a  jmiction 
served  by  another  carrier  it  is  entitled  to  a  lower  rate/* 
Obviously  the  reasonableness  of  the  non-competitive  rate 
cannot  be  detennhxed  by  comparison  with  the  competitive 
rate/^  but  if  it  can  be  shown  that  the  latter  is  reasonable, 
it  should  not  be  exceeded  at  a  point  with  a  shorter  haul.'^' 
In  the  absence  of  any  differentiating  circiunstance,  the 
reasonableness  of  the  intermediate  rate  may  be  determined 
by  a  comparison  with  other  rates  for  the  same  distance.'* 


§  799.  Potential  competition. 

Both  the  Commission  and  the  courts  recognize  that 
rates  may  be  affected  by  potential  as  well  as  actual  com- 
petition. While  the  courts  were  somewhat  reluctant  to 
take  this  view,  their  hesitation  may  be  largely  explained 
by  the  facts  of  the  cases  before  them.  Chief  Justice 
White  said,  "What  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  has  reference  to  is  an  actual  dissimilarity  of 
circmnstances  and  conditions,  not  a  conjectural  one." " 
But  this  was  only  a  dictiun  and  was  said  with  reference 
to  a  possible  competition  by  a  route  so  circuitous  as  to  be 
altogether  impracticable.  Before  any  legal  restraint  was 
placed  on  the  carriers  in  the  making  of  rates,  they  were 
obliged  to  take  into  account  not  only  existing  competition 
but  also  that  which  could  easily  be  developed.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  Act  which  prevents  the  carrier  from 
applying  the  same  sound  business  principle.  When  it  is 
once  admitted  that  existing  competition  is  a  dissimilarity 

"  Bluefield  Shippers*  Ass'n  v.  N.  &  18  I.  C.  C.  88;  GilUs  &  Son  v.  P.  B. 

W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  519.  &  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  61. 

'*  Gamble-Robinson     Commission  ?*  Bluefield  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  N.  & 

Co.  V.  St.  L.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  619. 

114.  '*  Fourth  Section  Violations  in  the 

7«  Flint  k  Walling   M'fg  Co.   v.  Southeast,  30 1.  C.  C.  153. 

G.  R.  &  I.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  520;  ""  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

Rainey  &  Rogers  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  sion  v.  L.  k  N.  Ry.,  190  U.  S.  273, 


47  L.  ed.  1047,  23  Sup.  Ct.  687. 
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of  circumstances  which  excuses  a  discrimination  in  rates, 
it  logically  follows  that  potential  competition  must  be 
allowed  to  have  the  same  influence.  And  this  is  the  view 
now  taken  by  the  Commission  and  the  courts.^*  But 
care  must  be  taken  to  distinguish  potential  competition 
from  merely  possible  or  conjectural  or  imaginary  com- 
petition. It  must  be  a  competition  that  is  reasonably 
apprehended.^*  A  river  which  is  not  navigable  is  in  no 
sense  a  competitor,  but  when  an  appropriation  has  been 
made  for  dredging  it,  it  at  once  becomes  a  potential  com- 
petitor." A  river  continues  to  be  a  potential  competitor 
of  a  railroad  even  though  the  boats  on  it  have  ceased  run- 
ning for  lack  of  cargoes.^^  The  ocean  without  a  ship  upon 
it  is  nevertheless  a  powerful  factor  in  restraining  rates 
of  land  carriers.*^  Potential  competition  by  the  Tehuan- 
tepec  route  justifies  low  rates  from  the  Mississippi  to  the 
Pacific  coast.**  The  Erie  canal,  as  an  active  competitor, 
has  to  a  considerable  extent  disappeared,  but  it  still  pro- 
duces a  profound  effect  upon  grain  rates.**  The  Great 
Lakes  not  only  compete  with  land  carriers  through  the 
vessels  now  in  service  on  them,  but  also  through  the  vessels 
potentially  in  service  on  them.**  It  is  not  the  actual 
amoimt  of  competition  but  the  ever-present  possibiUty 
of  its  increasing  which  is  significant.**    Such  a  potentiality 


"  E.  T.,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v.  Interetatc 
Commerce  Commission,  90  Fed.  52, 
39  C.  C.  A.  413;  Lead  Commercial 
Club  V.  C.  A  N.  W.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C. 
460;  Planters'  Gin  &  Compress  Co. 
V.  Y.  &  M.  V.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  131; 
Memphis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  I.  C. 
Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  313;  Kentucky 
Wagon  M'fg  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  18  I. 
C.  C.  360;  Audley  HiU  &  Co.  v.  So. 
Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  225;  Bowling  Green 
Bumnees  Men's  Ass'n  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  228;  Memphis  Freight 
Bureau  v.  B.  A  O.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
543;  Texarkana  Freight  Bureau  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  4  S.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  569. 


^  Transcontinental  Commodity 
Rates,  West  Bound,  26  I.  C.  C.  456. 

*  Texarkana  Freight  Bureau  v. 
St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  569. 

*^  Arkansas  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  St. 
L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  645. 

^  Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 
V.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  329. 

"Kentucky  Wagon  M'fg  Co.  v. 
I.  C.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  360. 

»*  Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v. 

A.  C.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  504. 

**  Commercial  Club  of  Duluth  v. 

B.  &  O.  Ry.,  27  1.  C.  C.  639. 

••  City  of  Spokane  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry., 
21  I.  C.  C.  400. 
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not  only  influences  rates  but  insures  better  service  and 
fairer  treatment.^'  The  extent  to  which  a  carrier  shall 
lower  its  rate  to  meet  anticipated  competition  is  a  matter 
primarily  for  its  decision,  and  should  it  later  raise  the 
rate,  the  sole  question  for  the  CJommission's  determination 
is  whether  that  increased  rate  is  just  and  reasonable  for 
the  service  performed.^ 

§  800.  Suppression  of  competitiQn  by  agreement 

In  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  and  Georgia  Railway  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,^  Judge  Taft  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  dealt  with  an  apparent  compe- 
tition which  was  not  real  because  of  a  secret  arrangement 
between  the  carriers.  The  lower  rates  for  the  longer  haul 
from  Nashville  to  the  seaboard  were  justified  by  the  com- 
petition at  Nashville  between  two  railroads,  the  Louisville 
&  Nashville  and  the  Nashville,  Chattanooga  and  St.  Louis. 
There  was  an  apparent  competition  between  these  roads, 
and  they  named  independent  rates;  but  the  latter  road 
was  controlled  by  the  former  through  ownership  of  a 
majority  of  the  stock.  The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  held 
that  this  was  not  a  real  competition,  and  could  not  be 
considered  as  a  dissimilar  circumstance  which  would  justify 
a  difference  in  rates.  The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the 
decision  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  on  which  it  was  based 
were  at  variance  with  those  found  by  the  Commission; 
and  the  court  refrained  from  expressing  its  opinion  upon 
the  proposition  of  law.^  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  any  doubt 
can  exist  on  the  point.  If  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
was  right  in  finding  that  the  competition  which  appeared 
to  exist  at  Nashville  was  in  reahty  stifled  by  a  control 
of  all  carriers  by  one  of  them,  there  was  surely  no  such 
competition  as  would  create  a  dissimilar  condition  forc- 

"  New  England  Investigation,  27  »  99  Fed.  62,  39  C.  C.  A.  413. 

I.  C.  C.  560.  »  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v. 

**  Scrap-iron  Rates  between   Du-  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  181  U.  S.  1,  45  L. 

luth  and  Chicago,  28  I.  C.  C.  467.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct.  512. 
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ing  upon  one  road  a  low  competitive  rate.  In  a  later 
case  in  the  Supreme  Court,  Mr.  Justice  White  said:  ''Of 
course,  if,  by  agreements  or  combinations  among  carriers, 
it  were  found  that  at  a  particular  point  rates  were  unduly 
influenced  by  a  suppression  of  competition,  that  fact  would 
be  proper  to  consider  in  determining  the  question  of 
undue  discrimination  and  the  reasonableness  per  se  of 
the  rates  at  such  possible  competitive  points."  *^  This 
view  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  when  a  railroad 
attempted  to  justify  a  competitive  rate  at  a  point  where 
it  had  obtained  control  of  the  competitive  water  carrier.*^ 

§  801.  Suppression  of  competition  by  consolidation. 

Where  competition  at  the  intermediate  point  is  stifled, 
not  by  an  agreement  among  the  competing  roads,  but  by  a 
consolidation  of  all  the  roads  into  one,  it  has  been  urged 
that  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  reasonableness  of 
discrimination  the  point  should  continue  to  be  regarded 
as  a  competitive  point.  This  was  urged  in  the  Danville 
case.**  The  rates  between  southern  and  western  points 
and  Danville  were  very  much  higher  than  those  between 
the  same  points  and  Lynchburg,  the  business  rival  of 
Danville.  There  was  an  active  competition  between  rail- 
roads at  Lynchburg.  Such  competition  had  existed  at 
Danville,  but  all  the  other  roads  were  absorbed  by  the 
Southern  Railway.  The  courts  held  the  discrimination 
justified.  The  case  went  off  on  the  ground  that  before 
the  consolidation  of  the  last  competing  road  with  the 
Southern  the  rates  were  as  high  as  at  the  time  proceedings 
were  begun.  When  carriers  which  are  nominally  com- 
petitive are  controlled  by  the  same  persons,  it  is  difficult 
to  make  out  a  competitive  condition  which  will  justify 
discrimination.*^    Common  ownership  puts  it  in  the  power 

'^Interstate  Commerce  Com.   v.  '* Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

LouiBYille  &  N.  R.  R.,  190  U.  S.  273,  sion  v.  Southern  Ry.,  117  Fed.  741, 

47  L.  ed.  1047,  23  Sup.  Ct.  687.  122  Fed.  800,  60  C.  C.  A.  540. 

**  Bowling  Green  Business  Men's  *<  Bowling  Green  Business  Men's 

Ass'n  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  228.  Ass'n  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry..  24  I.  C.  C.  228. 
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of  the  controlling  interest  to  stifle  all  real  oompetition,  and 
the  history  of  such  relationship  shows  that  the  power  is 
likely  to  be  used.'^  Where  two  roads  are  under  a  sub- 
stantially common  ownership  and  control,  they  are  con- 
sidered as  one  system,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  they 
may  be  operated  separately,  and  each  is  considered  as 
having  its  rails  extended  to  points  directly  served  by  the 
other.^ 


§  802.  Carriers  may  refuse  to  make  competitive  rates. 

Since  the  Act  authorizes  carriers  to  make  lower  rates  to 
points  where  competitive  conditions  obtain,  many  shippers 
concluded  that  the  Act  gave  them  the  right  to  demand 
lower  rates  at  such  points.  But  such  a  construction  of 
the  Act  is  unwarranted.  While  the  law  pennits  carriers 
to  maintain  low  rates  under  stress  of  competition,  it  does 
not  require  them  to  do  so.*^  Hence  where  two  carriers 
serve  the  same  destination  from  two  diflferent  points  of 
origin,  neither  can  be  held  to  discriminate  against  mills  at 
that  destination  because  it  sees  fit  to  make  or  refuse  a  rate 
lower  than  is  inherently  reasonable.^^  Whether  they  will  re- 
duce their  rates  to  competitive  points  or  not  is  a  question 
of  business  poUcy  which  each  carrier  is  free  to  determine  for 
itself.  Not  infrequently  it  happens  that  a  carrier  would  in- 
crease its  rates  in  order  to  retire  from  traffic  to  competitive 
points  rather  than  sacrifice  much  needed  additional  revenue 
on  traffic  to  its  intermediate  stations.**  Shippers,  therefore, 
must  trust  to  economic  pressure  to  secure  for  them  low  rates 
at  competitive  points.^    The  Commission  has  no  power  to 


«  Flour  aty  S.  S.  O).  v.  L.  V.  Ry., 
24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

••  Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 
G.  N.  Ry.,  24  1.  C.  C.  96. 

•'Crews  V.  R.  &  D.  Ry.,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  703,  1  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  401; 
Oregon  &  Washington  Lumber  Manu- 
facturers' Ass'n  V.  Un.  Pac.  Ry., 
14  I.  C.  C.  1. 

^  Saginaw    Jk.    Manistee    Lumber 
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Co.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
119. 

**  Kansas-Iowa  Birch  Rat-es,  2S 
1.  C.  C.  285. 

» North  Brothers  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 
P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  70;  Darling  & 
Co.  V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  79; 
Bainbridge  Bo^  of  Trade  v.  L. 
H.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  15  L  C.  C.  586; 
Lindsay  Brothers  v.  B.  &  O.  S.  W. 
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order  a  reduction  in  rates  in  order  to  meet  competition.^ 
If  two  carriers  serve  a  common  point  at  the  same  rate, 
and  the  carrier  with  the  shorter  line  reduces  its  rate,  the 
carrier  with  the  longer  line  is  not  obliged  to  do  the  same.' 
But  if  a  carrier  elects  to  make  a  competitive  rate,  it  there- 
by subjects  itself  to  certain  restraints.  It  cannot  compete 
at  one  point  and  decline  to  compete  at  another  where 
all  the  conditions  are  the  same.^  Nor  ordinarily  should  it 
be  allowed  to  compete  one  day  and  decline  to  do  so  the 
next.  This  would  violate  the  public's  right  to  equal  and 
uniform  treatment.  Hence,  if  a  carrier  once  establishes 
a  competitive  rate  there  may  be  circumstances  under 
which  the  Ck)mmission  will  require  its  continuance.^  In 
deciding  to  what  extent  it  will  meet  competition  the  carrier 
must  avoid  any  undue  discrimination  between  localities.^ 
While  a  railway  may  refuse  to  meet  the  competitive  rates 
of  a  water  carrier,  it  may  not  charge  a  high  and  unreason- 
able rate  and  justify  it  on  the  groimd  that  there  was 
water  carriage  available  to  shippers  at  a  low  and  reasonable 
rate.^  It  is  permissible  for  a  carrier  to  establish  competitive 
rates  on  certain  commodities  between  two  points  and  refuse 
to  do  so  on  other  commodities  even  though  the  same  de- 
gree of  competition  is  involved.^    In  the  case  of  connecting 


Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  6;  Frederick  &  Kempe 
Co.  V.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  Ry.,  18 
I.  C.  C.  481;  GeorgiarCaroliDa  Brick 
Co.  V.  So.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  148;  Cohen 
&  Co.  V.  MaUory  Steamflhip  Co., 
23  I.  C.  C.  374;  Omaha  Grain  Ex- 
change V.  C,  M.  A  St.  P.  Ry.,  24  I. 
C.  C.  122. 

<  LaSalle  Paper  Co.  v.  M.  C.  Ry., 
16  I.  C.  C.  149;  Chicago  Lumber  & 
Coal  Co.  V.  T.  8.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  323. 

>  Commercial  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 
Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  11. 

« Darling  &  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry., 
15  I.  C.  C.  79;  City  of  Spokane  v. 
No.  Pac.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  400.  Grant- 
ing Los  Angeles  terminal  rates  be- 


cause of  water  competition  at  San 
Pedro  and  refusing  such  rates  at 
San  Pedro  constituted  unlawful  dis- 
crimination. Ebirbor  C^ty  Whole- 
sale Co.  of  San  Pedro  v.  So.  Pac. 
Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  323. 

» Darling  A  Co.  v.  B.  A  O.  Ry., 
15  I.  C.  C.  79;  City  of  Spokane  v. 
No.  Pac.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  400. 

•Slider  v.  So.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C. 
312. 

'So.  Pac.  Co.  V.  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  219  U.  S.  433, 
55  L.  ed.  283,  31  Sup.  Ct.  288. 

>  Traffic  Ass'n  of  St.  Louis  Coflfee 
Importers  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
484. 
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roads  it  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  all  adopt  the 
same  policy.  One  of  them  may  extend  a  low  rate  for  a 
special  service  without  in  any  way  involving  its  connec- 
tions.^ But  whenever  a  shipper  seeks  lower  rates  because 
of  competitive  conditions,  he  must  address  his  appeal  to 
the  carrier.  If  it  refuses  to  make  any  concessions  to  the 
conditions  which  prevail,  the  shipper  has  no  ground  of 
complaint.  The  Act  excuses  the  carrier  in  making  certain 
discriminations,  but  it  does  not  clothe  the  shipper  with  any 
new  rights  whereby  he  may  compel  discrimination. 

Topic  F.     What  Circumstances  Justify  Preferential  Rates 

§  803.  Substantial  difference  of  conditions  which  justify 
discrimination. 
The  circumstances  or  conditions  prevailing  at  two 
points  may  be  so  different  as  to  necessitate  a  difference  in 
rates.  The  Act  recognizes  this  as  a  good  defense  to  the 
carrier  which  allows  such  dissimilarity  to  be  reflected  in 
its  rates.  While  it  is  true  that  the  carrier's  motive  in 
fixing  a  rate  will  not  in  itself  prevent  the  rate  from  being 
unduly  discriminatory,  yet  if  the  carrier  can  prove  a  sub- 
stantial dissimilarity  of  condition,  such  as  competition, 
that  will  go  far  toward  relieving  it  from  the  charge  that 
the  rate  was  intended  to  work  injustice.^®  The  duty  of  a 
carrier  to  refrain  from  giving  preference  or  advantages  to 
one  shipper  or  locality  over  another  exists  only  where 
substantially  the  same  or  similar  conditions  are  prevalent.*^ 


*Topeka  Banana  Dealers'  Ass'n 
V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C. 
620. 

*°  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  C.  G.  W.  Ry.,  209  U.  S.  108, 
52  L.  ed.  705,  28  Sup.  Ct.  493. 

"  U.  S.  V.  O.  R.  &  Nav.  Co.,  159 
Fed.  975;  Railroad  Commission  v. 
L.  &  N.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  300;  Pitta- 
burgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  P.,  C,  C.  & 
St.  L.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  87;  Black 
Mountain  Coal  Land  Co.  v.  Southern 

[  736  ] 


Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  286;  Fort  Dodge 
Commercial  Club  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,  16 
I.  C.  C.  672;  Sondheimer  Co.  ▼. 
I.  C.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  60;  In  re  Ad- 
vances in  Demurrage  Charges,  25 
I.  C.  C.  314;  Janesville  Clothing  Co. 
V.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  26  1.  C.  C.  628; 
Merchants'  Freight  Bureau  of  Little 
Rock  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C. 
543;  Port  Arthur  Boaid  of  Trade  v. 
A.  &  S.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  388;  Vulcan 
Iron  Works  Co.  v.  A.  F.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 


Discrimination  Between  Localities       [  §  803 

Although  the  third  section  of  the  Interstate  CJommerce 
Act  does  not  carry  the  phrase  embodied  in  section  2, 
''under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions," it  contains  the  words,  ''in  any  respect  whatsoever"; 
and  therefore  the  thought  contained  in  section  2  must  be 
present  to  the  mind  in  considering  under  section  3  what 
preferences  or  advantages  are  undue  or  unreasonable.*^ 
Hence  when  unjust  discrimination  against  one  point  and 
undue  preference  in  favor  of  another  are  alleged,  because  of 
lower  rates  to  the  latter,  and  equality  of  rates  is  denianded 
as  a  cure  for  such  unjust  discrimination  against  the  former, 
it  must  be  shown  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions 
at  the  two  points  are  substantially  similar,  and  that  the 
lower  rates  at  the  one  point  were  the  result  of  the  volun- 
tary action  of  the  carriers  at  that  point. *^  But  the  "cir- 
cumstances and  conditions"  referred  to  in  section  2  of  the 
Act  are  those  which  arise  within  the  field  of  haulage  and 
not  those  which  exist  outside.*^  Furthermore,  unlike 
circumstances  which  will  justify  discrimination  must  be 
connected  with  the  traffic  over  the  line  on  which  the 
discrimination  is  made.  "If  the  respondent  is  acting,  or 
claims  to  act,  under  the  compulsion  of  circumstances  and 
conditions  of  its  own  creation  or  connivance  in  the  making 
of  an  exceptional  rate,  then  these  will  not  avail  it."  *^ 
Therefore  where  goods  were  oflFered  to  a  carrier  at  Mobile 
it  could  not  charge  more  than  the  Mobile  rate,  on  the 
ground  that  the  carriage  of  the  goods  really  originated  at 
another  place  and  had  been  brought  from  there  by  a  cheap 
conveyance  instead  of  by  a  carrier  with  whom  the  present 
carrier  had  a  traffic  arrangement;**  and  the  same  thing  is 

27  I.  C.  C.  468;  Missiflsippi  River  tional  Coal   Mining  Co.,   173  Fed. 

Case,  28  I.  C.  C.  47.  1. 

"  Board  of  Trade  of  Carrollton  v.  '*  Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  C,  S.  P., 

C.  of  G.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  154.  M.  &  O.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  41,  2 

"  Bainbridge  Board  of  Trade  v.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  52. 

L.  H.  A  St.  L.  Ry.,   15  I.  C.  C.  "  Bigbee  &  W.  R.  Packet  Co.  v. 

686.  M.  &  O.  Ry.,  60  Fed.  545. 

**  Pennsylvania    Ry.    v.    Interna- 
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true  in  the  case  of  carriage  of  passengers.  ^^  In  determining 
whether  the  conditions  at  two  points  are  sufficiently  unlike 
to  warrant  different  rates,  the  carrier  is  not  obliged  to  give 
to  every  difference  the  same  weight  which  the  CJommission 
must  give  when  it  is  asked  to  determine  whether  an  undue 
discrimination  exists;  ^^  but  the  difference  in  transportation 
conditions  must  be  substantial  in  order  to  justify  a  differ- 
ence in  rates/*  and  must  be  clearly  shown.*  The  rates 
applicable  to  each  kind  of  traffic  must  necessarily  be  made 
with  reference  to  the  circumstances  governing  the  produc- 
tion, transportation  and  marketing  of  the  various  prod- 
ucts.** The  dissimilarity  of  condition  which  is  most  widely 
foimd,  or  which  at  any  rate  is  most  frequently  alleged 
by  the  carrier  as  justification  for  a  difference  in  rates, 
is  the  existence  of  competition  at  the  preferred  point 
which  does  not  obtain  at  the  complaming  point.** 


§  804.  Cost  of  service  as  a  difference  of 

Another  primary  consideration  for  the  carrier  is  the  cost 
of  the  service  rendered.  If  conditions  at  a  given  point 
render  service  at  that  point  more  expensive  than  at  an- 
other, it  must  pay  the  penalty  in  the  form  of  higher  rates. 
It  cannot  be  relieved  of  its  disadvantages  by  an  equaliza- 
tion of  rates.*'  Among  such  conditions  are  steep  grades 
making  difficult  operation,*^  the  necessity  of  crossing  a 
river  on  a  toll  bridge,*^  and  heavy  terminal  expenses,  which 


^7  Bennett  v.  Dutton,  10  N.  H. 
481,  B.  A  W.  105. 

"Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
V.  &  O.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  612. 

» In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20 1.  C.  C. 
426. 

»  Bovaird  Supply  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  56. 

"  East  St.  Louis  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
St.  L.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  37. 

''Competition  as  a  disdmilarity 
of  circumstances  and  conditions  is 
treated  in  sees.  792-802. 

[738] 


"Belladyke  Coal  Co.  v.  North 
British  Ry.,  2  Ry.  &  Can.  Tr.  Cas. 
105;  Nitshill  Coal  Co.  v.  Caledonian 
Ry.,  2  Ry.  &  Can.  Tr.  Cas.  39. 

"  Buckway  v.  U.  &  D.  Ry,,  8  I. 
C.  C.  21;  Billings  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
71;  Board  of  Trade  of  Winston- 
Salem  V.  N.  A  W.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  146. 

'*  Freight  Bureau  v.  Cindnnati, 
N.  O.  A  T.  P.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  180; 
Commercial  Club  v.  C.  A  N.  W.  Ry., 
7  I.  C.  C.  386. 
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are  inevitably  larger  in  a  great  center  like  Kansas  City 
than  in  a  smaller  place  where  terminal  work  can  be  done 
more  expeditiously  and  economically.^  The  location  of 
a  point  on  a  branch  line,  involving  as  it  usually  does  two  or 
three  terminal  charges,  presents  a  dissimilarity  of  condition 
'as  compared  with  points  on  the  mam  line.""  The  volume 
of  traflSc  and  the  possibility  of  back  freights  are  also  con- 
ditions which  may  justify  a  di£ference  in  rates,  especially 
when  light  traflSc  is  joined  with  difficult  operation.^ 
A  difference  in  population  and  tonnage  may  constitute  a 
dissimilarity  which  will  make  it  lawful  for  a  carrier  to 
collect  and  deliver  at  its  own  expense  in  a  city  of  70,000, 
while  not  doing  so  in  a  city  of  6,000."  Ports,  even  more 
than  mland  centers,  differ  from  one  another  in  the  circum- 
stances and  conditions  surrounding  transportation,  and  the 
promptness  with  which  a  shipper  releases  equipment  at  one 
yard,  where  the  facilities  are  ample,  cannot  reasonably  be 
taken  as  conclusive  in  determining  what  would  constitute 
promptness  at  another  port.^  Other  circumstances  than 
cost  to  the  carrier  may  be  considered.  The  fact  that  deal- 
ers at  a  particular  point  must  pay  for  a  team  haul  of  from 
20  to  40  miles  justifies  a  difference  in  rates. '^  Whether 
the  Great  Lakes  are  open  or  closed  to  navigation  may 


»  Rice  V.  Western  N.  G.  &  P.  Ry., 
2  I.  C.  C.  298,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  389; 
Kansas  City  Transportation  Bureau 
V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  491. 

'^  Lehman  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  3 
I.  C.  C.  706,  5  I.  C.  C.  44;  Kansas 
Qty  Transportation  Bureau  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  491;  Board 
of  Trade  of  Winston-Salem  v.  N.  A 
W.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  12.  But  see 
Santa  Rosa  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  So.  Pac. 
Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  46. 

*  New  Orleans  Cotton  Exchange  v. 
I.  C.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  777,  3 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  534;  Ridlroad  Commis- 
abn  V.  L.  A  N.  Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  300; 
Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v.  T.  S. 


W.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  326;  Billing? 
Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  C,  B.  &  Q. 
Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  71;  Board  of  Trade 
of  Winston-Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry., 
26  I.  C.  C.  146;  Cherokee  Lumber 
Co.  V.  A.  C.  L.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  438. 

»  D.,  G.  H.  &  M.  Ry.  v.  Int.  .Com. 
Comm.,  74  Fed.  803.  See  also  on  pop- 
ulation as  a  difference  of  condition, 
Anacostia  Citizens'  Ass'n  v.  B.  &  O. 
Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  411;  Philadelphia 
Veneer  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  C.  Ry.  of 
N.  J.,  25  I.  C.  C.  653. 

»  Lynah  &  Read  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry., 
18  I.  C.  C.  38. 

»»  Laner  A  Son  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  18 
I.  C.  C.  109. 
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I  n  r  ;^  I  u  ; 


e  tlie  rates  on  copper  and  copper  wire.''  When  a 
station  is  situated  more  than  a  mile  from  the  business 
center  of  the  city  free  cartage  is  justified,  though  it  is  not 
given  in  a  neighboring  city  where  the  station  is  near  the 
business  center."  It  has  even  be^i  held  that  long  estab- 
lished custom  may  be  a  ''circumstance"  justifjring  a 
difference  in  rates.'^  But  even  where  dissimilarities  of 
circumstance  justify  a  preference,  the  carrier  is  not  relieved 
altogether  from  the  restraint  of  section  3  of  the  Act,  and 
the  amount  of  discrimination  must  not  be  greater  than 
the  dissimilarity  of  circumstances  demands,'^  or  than  is 
warranted  by  the  greater  service  which  the  carrier  per- 
forms.* 


§  806.  Reconsignment  arrangements  and  other  transit  priv- 
ileges. 

A  very  important  feature  in  modem  railroading  is  the 
permission  given  to  the  owners  of  goods  in  transit  to  have 
the  advantages  of  the  through  rate  upon  paying  a  very 
small  additional  premium,  although  the  transit  is  inter- 
rupted in  order  to  do  something  to  the  commodities  in 
question  at  some  intermediate  point,  to  prepare  them  for 
market,  or  even  entirely  to  change  their  form  by  manu- 
facture of  some  sort.  A  carrier  may  grant  to  a  shipper  the 
right  to  stop  in  transit  to  mill  or  clean  or  bag  his  grain, 
compress  his  cotton,  or  even  to  search  for  a  local  market, 
and  then  pursue  the  journey  again,  and  charge  a  through 
rate  for  the  whole  transit;  and  this  practice  does  not 


'*  Michigan  Copper  &  Brass  Co.  v. 
D.  S.  8.  &  A.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  357; 
American  Insulated  Wire  and  Cable 
Co.  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
415. 

'*  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  D.,  G.  H.  &  N.  Ry.,  167 
U.  8.  633,  42  L.  ed.  306,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
986. 

"  D.,  G.  n.  &  N.  Ry.  V.  Int.  Com. 
Comm.,  74  Fed.  803. 
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«  Brady  v.  Penn.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  78,  2  I.  C.  C.  131;  Planters' 
Gin  &  Compress  Co.  v.  G.  &  M.  V. 
Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  131;  Sondhelmer  v. 
I.  C.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  60;  Galveston 
Commercial  Ass'n  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  216.  But  see  Hitch- 
man  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  V.  A  O.  Ry,, 
16  I.  C.  C.  512. 

^In  re  Wharfage  Charges  at 
Galveston,  26  I.  C.  C.  605. 
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unduly  prejudice  other  points.*^  Under  such  cu'cuxnstances 
a  through  rate  may  be  established,  not  by  uniting  on  a 
single  rate  for  one  entire  haul  over  two  roads,  but  by 
charging  the  separate  rate  on  the  goods  to  the  junction 
point,  and  then,  upon  the  goods  being  there  reconsigned 
and  reshipped  over  a  second  road,  paying  a  rebate  on  the 
charges  of  the  first  or  of  the  second  road.^  This  is  some- 
times allowed  when  the  goods  are  taken  by  the  consignee 
at  the  junction  point  and  there  held  for  a  considerable 
time,  for  the  purpose  of  awaiting  a  favorable  turn  of  the 
market.  These  privileges  are  only  applicable  to  ship- 
ments intended  from  the  outset  to  be  through  shipments,*® 
and  in  order  that  this  privilege  may  be  legal,  the  agree- 
ment for  through  carriage  must  be  made  at  the  time  of 
the  original  shipment. ^^  And  the  privilege  must  be  ex- 
tended by  the  carrier  to  all  shippers  on  its  line  under 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  or  else  that  place  to 
which  the  privilege  is  not  given  will  be  unduly  preju- 
diced.*^ Permitting  com  to  be  unloaded  into  elevators  at 
Cairo,  111.,  to  be  treated  and  shipped  at  balance  of  through 
rate,  carrier  paying  to  the  elevator  company  an  allowance 
of  ^  cent  per  100  pounds,  but  refusing  to  allow  such 


"Cowan  V.  Bond,  39  Fed.  65,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  542;  Listman  Mill 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  8 
L  C.  C.  Rep.  47;  Re  Alleged  Unlaw- 
ful Rates,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  121;  Re 
Rates  and   Practices  of  Mobile  & 

0.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  373;  St.  Louis 
H.  &  G.  Co.  V.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  11 

1.  C.  C.  Rep.  486. 

*  Railroads  which  have  formerly 
allowed  reconsignment  without  ad- 
ditional charge  may  make  an  extra 
charge  for  cars  standing  on  a  ''hold 
track"  awaiting  reconsignment  di- 
rections. State  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.  Co.,  176  Mo.  687,  75  S.  W.  776. 
See  also  State  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry. 
(Fla.),  52  So.  4. 

"*  Although  a  true  rebilling  rate  is 


permissible  where  the  same  goods 
are  reconsigned  at  some  point  in 
transit,  the  granting  of  a  special 
rate  for  the  transportation  of  other 
goods  from  a  certain  point  to  those 
who  show  "expense  bills"  for  an 
equal  amount  received  over  an  asso- 
ciated line  constitutes  illegal  dis- 
crimination. Alabama  &  V.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Rtulroad  Commission,  86  Miss. 
667,  38  So.  356,  affirmed  in  203 
U.  S.  496,  51  L.  cd.  289,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
163. 

^'Re  Alleged  Unlawful  Rates,  7 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  240. 

**  Commercial  Club  v.  C,  R.  I.  & 
P.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  647;  Koch  ▼. 
Pennsylvania  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
676. 
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privilege  or  make  such  allowance  at  Decatur,  111.,  was 
held  unduly  preferential;  ^^  and  the  granting  of  transit 
privil^es  on  liunber  at  Memphis  and  denying  it  at  Cairo 
was  held  to  constitute  an  undue  discrimination.^'  All 
reconsignment  arrangements  must  be  carefully  scrutinized, 
for  they  readily  lend  themselves  to  abuse,  and  result  in 
unlawful  discrimination.  An  ingenious  attempt  to  conceal 
such  a  preference  under  the  guise  of  a  reconsignment  agree- 
ment was  made  by  the  Santa  Fe  Railway,  which  allowed  a 
rate  of  10  cents  on  barbed  wire,  wire  nails,  wire  staples  and 
wire  fencing,  in  carloads,  from  El  Paso,  Tex.,  to  Las 
Cruces,  N.  M.,  when  brought  into  El  Paso  over  its  lines, 
but  charged  a  rate  of  30  cents  when  brought  into  El  Paso 
over  the  lines  of  other  carriers.  To  take  advantage  of  the 
10  cent  rate,  the  shipper  might  keep  the  goods  at  El  Paso 
as  long  as  he  desired,  and  the  rate  would  be  accorded  to 
him  upon  shipment  of  the  same  to  Las  Cruces,  provided 
only  the  goods  were  originally  shipped  into  El  Paso  over 
defendant's  lines.  The  Commission  held  that  such  a  rate 
was  not  in  any  sense  a  proportional  rate,  could  not  be 
sanctioned  as  a  transit,  reconsignment,  or  diversion 
privilege,  and  was  merely  an  unlawful  device  to  compel 
shippers  to  send  their  goods  into  El  Paso  over  the  defend- 
ant's road.**  A  transit  privilege  may  be  withdrawn.  Even 
though  complainant  alleged  that  its  business  had  been 
built  up  on  the  strength  of  a  transit  privil^e  which  had 
been  taken  away,  the  Commission  refused  to  order  its 
restoration.** 

§  806.  Back  freight  may  be  lower  than  outward  freight 

There  is  no  reason  for  requiring  the  same  charge  for 
carriage  between  the  same  points  in  opposite  directions. 
Various  factors  which  properly  enter  into  the  rate  may 
be  different  in  the  two  cases.    One  reason  often  given  for 

"  Suflfern  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry.,         **  Bascom  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  A  8.  F.  Ry., 

22  I.  C.  C.  178.  17  I.  C.  C.  364. 

«*  Sondhdmer  Co.  ▼.  I.  C.  Ry.,  20         ^  Schmidt  &  Sons  v.  M.  C.  By^ 

I.  C.  C.  606.  19  L  C.  C.  686* 
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justifying  a  higher  rate  in  one  direction  is  the  fact  that  the 
volume  of  trafiSc  may  be  less.  It  is  characteristic  of  the 
in^Eact  character  of  the  law  of  rate  making  that  this 
fact  might  also  justify  a  lower  rate,  if  the  raih*oad  chose 
to  make  it*  At  all  events  where  in  the  direction  of  lighter 
traflSc  a  railroad  is  carrying  many  empty  cars,  it  will  be 
justified  in  lowering  the  rate  in  order  to  fill  the  cars.^ 
So  the  Commission  has  sustained  the  railways  in  charging 
a  lower  rate  upon  soft-wood  lumber  from  Pacific  coast 
producing  points  to  eastern  destinations  than  it  charges 
upon  hard*wood  lumber  from  such  eastern  destinations  to 
Pacific  coast  points.*^  When  the  preponderance  of  freight 
is  so  largely  in  one  direction  that  the  supply  of  empty  cars 
exceeds  the  demand  for  return  loads  at  full  rates,  it  is 
held  to  be  not  unlawful  to  encourage  business  by  affording 
transportation  on  less  profitable  terms.  Of  course  this 
making  of  low  ''back  freights"  is  subject  to  the  limitation 
that  the  rate  must  not  be  so  low  as  not  to  recoup  the 
railroad  for  the  additional  expenses  in  hauling  back  loaded 
cars,  which  must  receive  due  protection  during  transit.^ 

§  807.  What  differentials  may  be  allowed. 

In  principle  differentials  do  not  differ  from  any  other 
form  of  discrimination;  but  certain  differentials  have  been 
practised  for  so  long  that  a  kind  of  legitimacy  has  come  to 
be  implied  in  that  term  which  is  not  associated  with  the 
balder  word  discrimination.  This  perhaps  is  largely  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  term  differential  is  never  applied 
to  discriminations  between  persons — ^a  form  of  preference 


^Special  circumstanceSy  such  as 
the  flow  of  traffic,  may  show  that  a 
higher  frdght  rate  in  one  direction 
than  in  the  opposite  is  not  an  over- 
charge. Scull  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R. 
Co.,  144  N.  C.  180,  56  S.  E.  876. 

^  Burgess  v.  Transcontinental 
Freight  Bureau,  11 1.  C.  C.  668. 

^But  in  testing  the  reasonable- 
ness of  a  freight  charge  for  carriage 


in  one  direction  the  fact  that  the 
freight  rate  is  lower  in  the  opposite 
direction  tends  to  show  that  the 
higher  rate  is  unreasonable  where 
the  grades  on  the  road  and  the  ex- 
pense of  moving  trains  is  substan* 
tially  the  same  in  both  directions. 
Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Com- 
mission, 42  Ind.  App.  88,  83  N.  E. 
721. 
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which  has  been  regarded  as  pecuUarly  oflFensive— but  only 
to  discriminations  between  commodities  or  between  places, 
for  which  it  is  often  possible  to  find  some  justification  in 
public  policy.  The  Commission  itself  has  said  that  it  may 
''be  lawful  and  be  supported  by  just  public  considera- 
tions, for  carriers  to  give  equal  access  to  markets  to  locali- 
ties of  dissimilar  distances;  and  it  may  involve  no  material 
difference  in  expense  to  the  carrier.  No  producer  or  ship- 
per has  an  exclusive  right  to  supply  a  market,  and  the 
interests  of  consumers  and  of  the  general  public  may 
justify  carriers  in  enlarging  the  field  from  which  the  de- 
mand for  a  commodity  may  be  supplied  on  terms  of 
equality  for  transportation.  That  is  only  a  recognition  of 
the  principle  that  the  general  interests  are  paramount  to 
individual  or  local  interests."  ^^  In  dealing  with  complaints 
as  to  differentials  between  places,  the  Commission  is  con- 
fronted at  the  outset  by  the  fact  that  many  important 
commercial  centers  owe  their  very  existence  to  differentials. 
In  the  argument  before  the  Commission  in  the  case  of  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  York  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R. 
Ry.,^  counsel  for  Boston  stated  that  Boston  could  not 
Uve  unless  it  was  given  a  differential  under  New  York. 
The  whole  of  industrial  New  England  is  equally  dependent 
upon  this  form  of  discrimination.  This  to  be  sure  is  not  a 
legal  argument,  but  the  Commission  is  always  ireluctant 
to  disturb  any  rate  adjustment  of  long  standing,  and  when 
such  disturbance  would  obviously  be  followed  by  disas- 
trous consequences  to  an  important  community  this 
reluctance  is  increased.    In  such  cases  therefore  the  Com- 


*^  Quoted  from  Schoomnaker,  Com ., 
in  Imperial  Coal  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  L.  E.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  436, 
2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  618.  In  State  ex  rel. 
v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  R.,  80 
Minn.  191,  83  N.  W.  60,  89  Am.  St. 
Rep.  514,  it  was  shown  that  the  tariiT 
rate  on  coal  from  D.  to  N.  was  S2.50 
and  from  D.  to  twenty-one  stations 
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along  the  same  lines,  the  most 
southerly  being  B.,  112  miles  beyond 
N.,  the  rate  was  the  same.  The 
court  inclined  to  support  this  schedule 
upon  the  commercial  necessities  of 
the  situation,  citing  Steenerson  v. 
Gt.  Northern  Ry.,  69  Minn.  363,  72 
N.  W.  713. 
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mission  will  ask  whether  the  differential  is  undue,  and  if  it 
is  not,  no  change  will  be  ordered.^'  In  this  negative  way 
the  Commission  gives  its  sanction  to  rate  systems  which  it 
could  not  compel  the  carrier  to  make.  Hence  points  which 
have  long  enjoyed  differentials  and  which  are  content  with 
differentials  which  are  not  undue  or  unreasonable  are  not 
likely  to  be  disturbed  by  the  Commission.  At  the  same 
time  the  Commission  holds  that  it  is  not  the  function  of 
either  the  railroads  or  the  Commission  so  to  adjust  rates 
that  business  will  or  will  not  be  done  at  a  particular 
place,^2  or  to  apportion  traffic  between  rival  ports  or 
cities.** 

§  808.  Systems  of  rate  making  based  on  differentials. 

There  are  several  systems  of  rate  making,  long  in  use 
and  covering  much  of  the  country,  which  are  at  bottom 
only  a  kind  of  glorified  differential.  Such  is  the  basing- 
point  system  which  prevails  at  the  South.  Under  this  sys- 
tem certain  places  of  more  or  less  importance  are  selected 
as  basing  points,  and  through  rates  are  then  constructed 
by  granting  a  comparatively  low  rate  to  the  basing  point, 
to  which  is  then  added  the  local  rate  to  the  point  of  desti- 
nation.^^ The  basing-'Une  system  involves  the  same  princi- 
ple, except  that  a  line  is  used  instead  of  a  point.  Both  sys- 
tems, it  is  alleged,  are  the  outgrowth  of  competition,  and 
are  established  in  order  that  all  roads  concerned  may 
share  in  the  business  and  all  shippers  be  given  opportiinity 
to  compete  in  common  markets.**  It  is  obvious  that  both 
necessarily  involve  discrimination.  Both  the  Commission 
and  the  courts,  however,  have  upheld  the  system,**  but  the 

*^  Andy's  Ridge  Coal  Co.  v.  So.  point  syBtem  ib  given  in  Board  of 

Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  405.  Trade  of  Canrollton,  Ga.,  v.  C.  of  G. 

»« Duncan  k  Co.  v.  N.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  164. 

Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  590;  Suffem  Grain  "  Avery    Manufacturing    Co.    v. 

Co.  V.  I.  C.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  178.  A.,  T.  k  S.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  20. 

*'  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New  **  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

Vork  V.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  Ry.,  24  sion  v.  A.  M.  Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144,  42 

I.  C.  C.  55.  L.  ed.  414,  18  Sup.  Ct.  45;  Interstate 

*^  A  good  description  of  the  basing-  Commerce  Commission  v.  W.  &  A. 

[745] 


§808] 


Railroad  Rat£  Regulation 


Comimssion  has  held  that  there  may  be  undue  discriminar 
tion  in  the  local  rate  ^^  and  in  the  selection  of  the  basing 
points.  The  latter  particularly  has  been  a  fruitful  source 
of  litigation,  and  the  Commission  has  said  that  '^the  car- 
rier is  not  at  liberty  in  the  selection  of  their  basing  points 
to  determine  that  this  town  shall  have  the  benefits  of  the 
low  rate  and  that  town  shall  not,  when  the  means  of 
competition  and  the  conditions  surrounding  that  competi- 
tion do  not  materially  differ."  ^^  Still  a  third  system  of 
rate  making  which  involves  differentials  is  that  of  blanket 
or  group  rates.  In  all  group  systems  there  is  an  inequality 
of  rates,  when  distance  alone  is  considered,  as  between 
points  on  one  side  of  a  group  and  those  on  the  other 
side.^*  The  rate  to  the  nearer  edge  of  the  group  as  com- 
pared with  the  more  distant  edge  is  of  necessity  discrimina- 
tory. This  discrimination  grows  relatively  greater  in 
proportion  as  the  distance  from  the  group  decreases,  and 
there  must  come  a  point  when  the  place  of  origin  is  so 
near  the  group  that  the  discrimination  will  become  un- 
due.** Nevertheless  the  Commission  looks  upon  this 
method  of  rate  making  with  favor,  and  finds  it  advanta- 
geous alike  to  the  producers,  the  public,  and  the  carriers.** 


Ry.,  181  U.  S.  29,  45  L.  ed.  729,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  512;  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  190  U.  S. 
273,  47  L.  ed.  1047,  23  Sup.  Ct.  687. 
"  The  local  differentials  may  vary 
in  accordance  with  local  conditions. 
"In  the  making  of  joint  through 
rates  on  long-distance  traffic,  to 
local  or  non-competitive  points,  the 
differentials  above  the  rates  to  the 
basing  points  should  bear  some 
reasonable  relation  to  the  total  dis- 
tances involved;  and  where  the  long- 
haul  traffic  to  local  stations  is  meager 
these  differentials  may  perhaps  be 
higher  than  otherwise  they  would 
be."  Board  of  Trade  of  CarroUton, 
Ga.,  V.  C.  of  G.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
154. 
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"  Mayor  &  Council  of  Tifton  v. 
L.  &  N.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  160. 

•^Saginaw  Board  of  Trade  v.  G.  T. 
Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  128.  All  points  in 
Texas  common  point  territory,  500 
miles  in  extent  from  north  to  south 
and  450  miles  from  east  to  west,  take 
the  same  commodity  rates  from  any 
point  in  the  United  States  on  or  east 
of  the  Missouri  and  Mississippi  rivers. 
Texas  Common  Point  Case,  26 1.  C. 
C.528. 

"'Kaufmann  Commercial  Club  v. 
T.  &  N.  D.  Ry.,  31  I.  C.  C.  162. 

'^  Chicago  Lumber  &  Coal  Co.  v. 
T.  S.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  323;  American 
Coal  Co.  V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
149;  Waukesha  Lime  &  Stone  Co.  v. 
C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  515; 
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In  the  making  of  blanket  rates,  commercial  rather  than 
transportation  conditions  govern,  and  this  leads  to  a 
subordination  of  distance  as  a  factor  in  the  rate.^^  If  the 
adjustment  of  the  group  of  rates  as  a  whole  is  just  and 
reasonable,  inequalities  in  individual  rates  may  be  over- 
looked.*' When  blanket  rates  are  compared  with  rates 
outside  the  group,  neither  extreme  of  the  group  should 
be  taken,  but  rather  a  fair  average.*^  The  system  by 
which  rates  are  made  is  however  of  little  interest  to  the 
Commission  except  as  a  means  of  enabling  it  to  ascertain 
whether  the  rates  are  reasonable  and  non-discriminatory.*^ 
Rates  upon  whatever  theory  constructed  must  conform  to 
those  requirements. 

§  809.  No  obligation  to  make  preferential  rates. 

How  weak  the  argument  is  in  favor  of  preferential  rates 
of  any  kind  is  disclosed  by  one  feature  not  perhaps  as 
yet  sufficiently  emphasized.  The  utmost  that  these  cases 
permitting  preferential  treatment  have  decided  is  that  the 
company  which  adopts  one  of  these  policies  to  get  busi- 
ness may  perhaps  be  justified  for  making  disproportionate 
rates.  But  it  should  be  noted  that  no  company  receives 
any  condemnation  which  ignores  these  policies  altogether 
m  fixing  its  rates.  Even  the  most  enthusiastic  economists 
would  not  go  so  far  as  to  argue  that  the  railroads  must 
make  it  their  policy  to  equalize  natural  advantages,  to 
the  end  that  all  regions  shall  have  equal  access  to  cen- 
tral markets.**  Certainly  legislation  designed  to  enforce 
relative  equality  between  rates  is  not  outrageous;  and 


Where  these  towns  are  strong  com- 
petitors it  is  important  to  have  a 
common  rate,  if  conditions  justify 
it.  Raihoad  Commissioners  of  Flor- 
ida V.  S.  A.  L.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  1. 

'*  Avery  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  20. 

**  Monroe  Progresdve  League  v. 
St.  L.  &  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 
534. 


**  Oregon  Washington  Lumber 
Manufacturers'  Ass'n  v.  So.  Pac. 
Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  389. 

•»  State  of  Kansas  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  672. 

**A  State  may  insist  upon  an 
equahty  of  rates  under  equivalent 
conditions.  Seaboard  Air  Line  Co. 
v.  Florida,  203  U.  S.  261,  51  L.  ed. 
175,  27  Sup.  Ct.  109. 
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surely  no  rate  making  body  would  compel  the  establish- 
ing of  preferential  rates.^^  The  Commission  in  fact  has 
said  that  a  carrier  is  under  no  obligation  to  coimteract 
the  results  of  natural  conditions  by  rate  reductions,^ 
nor  may  any  place  claim  a  preference  as  a  matter  of 
right.®^  Certain  economic  necessities  of  the  carrier  are 
recognized  as  justifying  it  in  making  certain  discrimina- 
tions.   Further  than  that  the  law  does  not  go. 

^  a   State  may   enforce   equality         "  National  Refining  Co.  v.  C,  C, 

of  local  rates  even   if  loss  results.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  649. 
Alabama  <&  V.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Missis-         **  Billings  Chamber  of  Commerce 

sippi  R.  R.  Comm.,  203  U.  S.  496,  v.  C,   B.  &  Q.  Ry.,   19  I.  C.  C. 

51  L.  ed.  289,  27  Sup.  Ct.  163.  71. 
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CHAPTER  XVn 

SCHEDULES  OF   RATES 

§  810.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
811.  Scope  of  its  policy. 

Topic  A.  Necessity  of  Filing  Schedulee 

§  812.  What  rates  must  be  published. 

813.  Effect  of  scheduling  rates. 

814.  Terminal  and  transit  charges. 

815.  Rules  and  regulations. 

816.  What  constitutes  sufficient  publication. 

817.  Where  rates  must  be  posted. 

818.  Posting  distinguished  from  filing. 

819.  Consequences  of  failing  to  file. 

820.  No  practice  legal  without  tariff  provision. 

821.  Devices  to  avdid  the  section. 

822.  Only  scheduled  rates  legal. 

823.  Rate  wars  no  excuse. 

Topic  B,  Departure  from  Published  Rates 

§  824.  Reparation  for  improp)er  charges. 

825.  Certain  technical  points  discussed. 

826.  Criminal  liability  for  violation. 

827.  Essentials  of  the  crime. 

828.  Requirements  relating  to  filing. 

829.  Conclusive  presumption  of  legality. 

830.  Of  whom  filing  required. 

831.  Provisions  cannot  have  retroactive  effect. 

832.  Schedules  working  changes  in  rates. 

833.  Invalidity  of  varied  rate. 

834.  Stipulations  in  bills  of  lading. 

835.  Limitations  of  legal  obligations. 

Topic  C.  Joint  Tariffs  and  Schedules 

§  836.  Meaning  of  joint  tariff. 

837.  Making  and  filing  jointly. 

838.  What  particulars  must  be  published. 
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§  839.  Rates  based  upon  oombinationfl. 

840.  What  oombinationB  are  juBtafied, 

841.  Whether  export  rates  must  be  filed. 

842.  Divisions  and  proportional  rates. 

843.  Parties  liable  to  prosecution. 

Topic  D.  Farm  cf  8ehedide8  Reqtared 

§  844.  Clearness  of  statement. 

845.  Necessary  fullness  of  statement. 

846.  Methods  of  stating  rates. 

847.  Requirement  of  the  Commission. 

848.  Consequences  of  indefinite  tariffs. 

849.  All  pertinent  conditions  requisite. 

850.  Rules  for  construing  schedules. 

851.  Specific  ratings  overrule  general. 

§  810.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

The  original  section  for  the  filing  of  schedules,  added 
to  the  machinery  of  regulation  in  1889,  was  recast  in 
1906,  and  again  amended  in  1910.  Every  common  car- 
rier subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  6  must  file  with 
the  Commission,  and  print  and  keep  open  to  public  in- 
spection, schedules  showing  all  the  rates,  fares,  and  charges 
for  transportation  between  different  points  on  its  own 
route,  and  between  points  on  its  own  route  and  points  on 
the  route  of  any  other  carrier  by  railroad,  by  pipe  line, 
or  by  water  when  a  through  route  and  joint  rate  have 
been  established.  If  no  joint  rate  over  the  through  route 
has  been  estabUshed,  the  several  carriers  in  such  through 
route  shall  file,  print  and  keep  open  to  pubUc  inspection 
as  aforesaid,  the  separately  established  rates,  fares  and 
charges  apphed  to  the  through  transportation.  The  sched- 
ules printed  as  aforesaid  by  any  such  common  carrier 
shall  plainly  state  the  places  between  which  property 
and  passengers  will  be  carried,  and  shall  contain  the  classi- 
fication of  freight  in  force.  Such  schedules  shall  be  plainly 
printed  in  large  type,  and  copies  for  the  use  of  the  public 
shall  be  kept  posted  in  two  public  and  conspicuous  places 
in  every  depot,  station,  or  office  of  such  carrier  where 
passengers  or  freight,  respectively,  are  received  for  trans- 
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portation,  in  such  form  that  they  shall  be  accessible  to 
the  public  and  can  be  conveniently  inspected.  The  pro- 
visions of  this  section  shall  apply  to  all  traffic,  trans- 
portation, and  facilities  defined  in  this  Act.  No  change 
in  rate  shall  be  made  without  thirty  days'  notice  to  the 
Commission  and  the  public;  however,  the  Commission 
may  permit  the  period  to  be  shortened,  or  modify  any  of 
the  provisions  for  pubhshing,  posting  and  filing.  The 
Commission  may  reject  and  refuse  to  file  any  schedule 
not  conforming  to  the  requirements  of  the  Act. 

§  811.  Scope  of  its  policy. 

One  of  the  chief  points  of  the  policy  requiring  scheduling 
is  to  make  it  clear  that  any  departure  from  the  published 
rate  is  ipso  facto  discriminatory.  It  is  to  be  noted  that 
the  Act  definitely  provides  that  no  carrier  shall  charge 
or  demand  or  collect  or  receive  a  greater  or  less  or  different 
compensation  for  such  transportation  of  passengers  or 
property,  or  for  any  service  in  connection  therewith,  be- 
tween the  points  named  in  such  tariffs  than  the  rates, 
fares,  and  charges  which  are  specified  in  the  tariff  filed 
and  in  effect  at  the  time;  nor  shall  any  carrier  refund  or 
remit  in  any  manner  or  by  any  device,  any  portion  of  the 
rates,  fares,  and  charges  so  specified,  nor  extend  to  any 
shipper  or  person  any  privileges  or  faciUties  in  the  trans^ 
portation  of  passengers  or  property,  except  such  as  are 
specified  in  such  tariffs.  And,  to  prevent,  so  far  as  may  be, 
the  covering  of  rebates  by  allowances  to  shippers  inciden- 
tally, the  Act  as  amended  requires  that  the  schedules  filed 
shall  also  state  separately  all  terminal  charges,  storage 
charges,  icing  charges,  and  aU  other  charges  which  the 
Commission  may  require,  all  privileges  or  facilities  granted 
or  allowed  and  any  rules  or  regulations  which  in  any  wise 
change,  affect,  or  determine  any  part  or  the  aggregate 
of  such  aforesaid  rates,  fares,  and  charges,  or  the  value 
of  the  service  rendered  to  the  passenger,  shipper,  or  con- 
signee.    It  is  proper  to  add,  however,  that  the  require- 
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ment  of  publication  found  in  the  law  is  based  upon  maiqr 
other  considerations  besides  that  of  affording  protection 
to  shippers. 

Topic  A.    Necessity  of  Filing  Schedules 

§  812.  What  rates  must  be  published* 

The  Commission  will  insist  under  all  circumstances  that 
all  rates  must  be  published,  both  for  passengers  and  freight, 
together  with  all  terms  and  conditions  relating  thereto.^ 
If,  for  instance,  first  class  and  second  class  rates  are  given 
for  passengers,  both  must  be  publishedJ^  And  where  pas- 
senger excursion  rates  appUcable  only  for  the  time  being 
are  offered,  they  must  be  pubUshed.'^  In  order  to  make 
any  distinction  in  rating  of  freight  for  export,  the  rates 
must  be  given  as  well  on  freight  which  is,  as  on  that 
which  is  not,  for  export.'^  It  is  fundamental  that  all 
services  and  privileges  must  be  scheduled  to  be  available, 
and  adherence  to  these  principles  has  been  demanded  by 
repeated  decisions  of  the  Commission.'*  Thus  the  privi- 
lege of  reconsignnient  is  8er\'ice  requiring  publication  to 
make  its  granting  legal.'^  There  should  be  a  tariff  pro- 
vision to  justify  a  charge  for  re-icing  when  fruit  is  moving 
under  refrigeration.^*  Terminal  charges  must  be  sched- 
uled, in  order  to  be  made  the  basis  for  constructing  rates 
based  upon  billing  for  services  performed.^  And  there 
should  be  no  transit  rights  granted  except  such  as  are 
scheduled.'*  And  in  general  it  may  be  said  that  under 
the  sweeping  provisions  of  the  Act  as  amended  no  charge 

"^  Re  Tickets,  23  I.  C.  C.  95.  ^*  Folmer  &  Co.  v.  Great  W.,  16 

"  Folmer  A  Co.  v.  G.  W.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  33. 

I.  C.  C.  33.  "  Bannon  v.  Southern  Express  Co., 

"  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  S.  L.  Ry.  v.  13  I.  C.  C.  516. 

Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  ^  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,   18 

Rep.  729,  3  I.  C.  C.  465.  I.  C,  C.  310. 

'*  New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch.  v.  "  Neosho  Milling  Co.  v.  Kansas 

Ix)uifiville,  N.  O.  &  T.  Ry.,  3  Int.  City  So.  Ry.,  Unrep.  op.  433. 

(Wi.  R(>p.  523.  «New  England  C.  &  C.  Co.  v. 

N.  &  W.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  398. 
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can  be  made  of  the  shipper  by  the  carrier  for  anything 
coimected  with  the  transportation  of  his  goods,  so  far  as 
they  are  in  course  of  carriage  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission,  unless  the  rates  therefor  are  to  be 
found  plainly  enough  set  down  in  the  schedules  on  file. 

§  813.  Effect  of  scheduling  rates. 

A  rate  may  be  unlawful  in  view  of  section  1,  and  at 
the  same  time  be  the  legally  established  rate  under  sec- 
tion 6.  The  sole  test  of  the  legaUty  of  a  charge  is  the 
pubUcation  of  the  rate  in  the  manner  and  form  prescribed 
by  the  statute/*  Thus,  although  a  scheduled  rate  may  be 
proved  unreasonable  by  proper  proceedings  before  the 
Commission  to  have  the  same  reduced,  once  it  is  put  in 
effect,  not  having  been  suspended  by  action  of  the  Com- 
mission, it  remains  the  legal  rate  which  all  must  pay  so 
long  as  it  remains  unaltered.  And  conversely  no  charge 
can  be  rightfully  collected  where  there  is  no  tariff  provi- 
sion therefor,  as  the  only  basis  for  making  a  charge  which 
has  the  sanction  of  the  law  is  the  schedule  itself,  open  to 
all  aUke.^  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  and  the 
purposes  of  the  law  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  omission 
or  failure  of  carriers  to  include  in  their  schedules,  and  to 
keep  posted  and  open  to  pubUc  inspection  the  rates,  fares 
and  charges  for  the  entire  service,  both  transportation 
proper  and  refrigeration,  which  under  the  law  they  are 
bound  to  provide.^^  Terminal  charges  being  part  of 
transportation  and  demurrage  charges  being  included  in 
the  term  ''terminal  charges,''  the  failure  by  a  carrier  to 
observe  demurrage  tariffs  filed  and  published  by  it  and  the 
soliciting  and  receiving  of  concessions  with  respect  to 
demurrage  charges  are  misdemeanors  for  which  a  prose- 
cution will  lie  under  the  Act.*^ 

"  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v.  ■*  Waxelbaum  v.  A.  C,  L.  R.  R., 

C.  &  E.  I.  R,  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  149.  12  I.  C.  C.  178. 

*>  Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  Ry.  "*  Ivchigh  V.  R.  R.  v.  United  States, 

&  N.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R,  343.  188  Fed.  179. 
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§  814.  Terminal  and  transit  charges. 

The  rates  which  carriers  are  required  by  the  Act  to  pub- 
lish, file,  and  adhere  to  without  deviation,  cover  not 
merely  the  carriage,  but  services  rendered  in  receiving 
and  dehvering  property  as  well.*'  The  schedule  should 
state,  among  other  terminal  charges,  the  rules  and  r^ula- 
tions,  if  any,  of  the  carrier  in  relation  to  storage.*^  If 
free  storage  facilities  are  allowed,  the  schedule  should  so 
state.*^  So  when  charges  for  refrigeration  are  applied 
in  the  transportation  of  perishable  freight,  such  charges 
should  be  published  and  followed  as  all  other  charges 
for  transportation  are  pubUshed  and  observed.®*  Inci- 
dental service  performed  by  carriers  at  transshipment 
ports,  such  as  dumping  and  trimming  or  leveling,  should 
be  covered  by  tariflf  provisions  and  filed  with  the  Com- 
mission.^ And  any  charges  by  carriers  for  readjusting 
loads  of  piling  or  poles,  made  necessary  by  shifting, 
improper  loading,  or  heavy  grades,  must  be  provided  for 
by  proper  tariff  rules.®*  The  terminal  service  given  at 
local  stations  must  be  published,  and  it  must  be  plainly 
indicated  which  are  free-delivery  stations.®'  Demurrage 
is  not  required  to  be  paid  unless  the  tariff  so  pro- 
vides.^ According  to  these  fundamental  principles,  penal- 
ties for  delay  cannot  be  imposed  without  tariff  authority.*^ 
And,  generally  speaking,  when  rates  are  filed  and  published, 
carriers  must  abide  thereby,  and  no  allowances  of  any 
kind  not  specified  in  tariffs  can  lawfully  be  paid.*^ 

»  Fhelpe  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  &  R^rigeration,  11  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

Com.  Rep.  363,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  36.  129. 

*< Fennsylvama      Millers'      State  ''New  Englaiid  C.  &  C.  Co.  v. 

Ass'n  V.  Philadelphia  ifc  R.  R.  R.,  8  N.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  398. 

I.   C.   C.   Rep.   531;   Blackman   v.  ""  California  Pole  &  Piling  Co.  v. 

Southern  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  352.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  507. 

'*  American  Warehousemen's  Ass'n  ""  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C. 

V.  Illinois  Central  R.  R.,  7  Int.  Com.  380. 

Rep.  556.  ^  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v. 

»  Re  Transportation  of  Fruit,  10  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  559. 

I.   C.   C.    Rep.   360:    Blackman   v.  "  Crutchfield  &  Woolfolk  v.  S.  P., 

Southern  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  352;  24  I.  C.  C.  651. 

In   re   Charges   for   Transportation  .    ''  La  Salic  &  B.  County  R.  Co.  v. 
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§  816.  Rules  and  regulations. 

Rules  or  regulations  in  any  wise  changing,  affecting,  or 
detennining  any  part  of  the  aggregate  of  a  carrier's  rates, 
fares,  or  charges  must  be  shown  separately  upon  the 
posted  schedules.  Any  such  rules  or  regulations  pro- 
mulgated in  circulars  issued  independently  of  such  sched- 
ules are  not  lawfully  in  force.**  The  rates  charged  for 
the  diversion  of  cars  must  be  published.**  If  stop-over 
privileges  are  granted  for  any  purpose,  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  connected  therewith  should  be  clearly  stated 
in  the  published  tariff,  so  that  the  public  generally  may 
enjoy  their  benefits.*^  So  where  cotton  is  allowed  a  stop- 
off  privilege  for  the  purpose  of  grading  and  compressing, 
this  forms  part  of  the  service  covered  by  the  rate,  and 
should  be  specified  in  the  pubUshed  tariffs.**  Where  there 
is  tariff  authority,  it  is  no  violation  of  Act  to  require  valida- 
tion of  limited  excursion  tickets,  and  to  charsce  validation 
fee  therefor.*^  The  Commission  requires  that  the  carrier 
should  publish,  or  post  for  convenient  inspection,  at  fre- 
quent and  regular  mtervals,  the  ratings  of  the  various 
mines  and  the  car  tonnage.*®  Whatever  rules  prescribing 
maximum  and  minimum  carload  weights  there  may  be 
found  necessary  to  impose,  must  be  posted.**  In  one  pro- 
ceeding it  appeared  that  defendant  instructed  its  agents 
t^  disregard  the  regular  published  tariff  rates,  and  to 
charge  a  lower  combination  rate  when  less  than  tariff  rates 
were  in  force  at  other  stations  on  its  line.  It  was  held 
that  this  practice  was  mxlawful,  as  any  rule  would  be 
which  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 

Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  11  I.  C.  C.  "  Re  AUeged  Unlawful  Rates,  8 

610.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  121. 

•»  SufTera  v.  Indiana,  D.  &  W.  Ry.,  "  Riter  v.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C. 

7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  266.  R.  443. 

**  American  Warehousemen's  Ass'n  "  Royal  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  South- 

V.  Illinois  Central  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  em  Ry,,  13  I.  C.  C.  440. 

Rep.  666.  **  Sufifern  v.  Indiana,  D.  &  W.  Ry., 

^  In  re  Rates  and  Practices,  Mobile  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  266. 
&  O.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  373. 
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Act.^  In  a  later  case  it  was  said  that  no  objection  exists 
to  providing  in  a  tarifif  that,  when  a  consignee  has  neg- 
lected to  unload  shipment  within  the  free  time  provided 
in  the  carrier's  demurrage  rule,  the  carrier  may  unload  it. 
And  it  was  said  that  when  this  is  done  a  charge  will  be 
assessed  therefor.^ 

§  816.  What  constitutes  sufficient  publication. 

The  provisions  of  the  law  are  not  complied  with  by 
posting  a  notice  stating  that  tari£fs  may  be  inspected 
upon  application  to  the  carrier's  agent.^  Whatever  the 
practical  difficulties  in  arranging  matters  so  that  a  shipper 
may  at  all  times  have  access  to  schedules,  the  law  must  be 
observed/  The  Act  requires  publication  and  maintenance 
of  definite  transportation  charges;^  and  it  Uys  upon  carriers 
the  duty  to  publish  and  file  rates  applicable  to  interstate 
traffic  in  which  they  participate.*  Publication  consists 
in  promulgating  and  distributing  the  tarifif  in  printed  form 
preparatory  to  putting  it  into  efifect;'  and  it  is  a  step  in 
establishing  rates  which  cannot  be  dispensed  with.«  And 
this  general  pubUcation  is  constructive  notice,  in  that 
all  concerned  are  aflfected  thereby  in  regard  to  all  matters 
pertaining  to  the  transportation.^  The  fact  that  a  shipper 
is  not  given  personal  notice  of  the  promulgation  of  a  car- 
rier's demurrage  regulations  neither  vitiates  the  latter's 
right  nor  lessens  its  duty  to  impose  demurrage  charges 
incurred  under  the  rules  contained  in  its  lawful  tarifif. '• 
A  carrier  cannot  excuse  the  collection  of  an  unpublished 
charge  for  transferring  goods  by  proof  that  it  had  a  rule 


*  Spillers  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 
8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  364. 

*  Schulz-Hansen  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 
18  I.  C.  C.  234. 

» Paxton  Tie  Co.  v.  Detroit  S.  R. 
R.,  10  Int.  Com.  Rep.  422. 

*  Rea  V.  Mobile  &  O.  Ry.,  7  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  43. 

^  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20 1.  C.  C. 
R.  426. 
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•  Arkansas  Pass  Channel  &  D.  Co. 
V.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  403. 

7  Franke  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R. 
Co.,  27  I.  C.  C.  625. 

•  Pune  Lumber  Co.  v.  C,  C,  C.  & 
St.  L.  Ry.,  27  I.  C,  C.  625. 

•  Cough  &  Co.  V.  L  C.  R.  R.,  16 
I.  C.  C.  280. 

"  Peale,  P.  &  K.  v.  Central  R.  R. 
Co.  of  N.  J.,  18  I.  C.  C.  25. 
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which  forbade  the  sending  of  its  own  cars  beyond  its  own 
line  during  a  period  of  congestion  of  business,  where  no 
notice  of  the  rule  by  reference  in  a  tariff,  had  been  brought 
to  the  shipper."  It  was  held  under  the  original  provision 
of  the  Act  that  the  privilege  of  free  cartage  at  a  certain 
station,  which  had  been  openly  and  notoriously  granted  for 
many  years  and  was  well  known  to  all  who  would  have  oc- 
casion to  rely  on  it,  need  not  be  posted,  though  it  might  be 
within  the  power  of  the  Commission  to  order  such  posting.** 
But  to  a  criminal  prosecution  under  the  Act  as  amended 
against  a  railroad  for  accepting  from  a  shipper  less  than 
the  published  rate  filed  with  the  Commission,  it  has  been 
held  no  defense  that  the  carriers  had  spread  broadcast 
among  the  shippers  of  the  country  an  annoimcement  that 
a  lower  rate  would  be  accepted  than  the  one  scheduled, 
when  in  fact  such  rate  had  not  been  filed  and  published  as 
required  by  the  Act.'^ 

§  817.  Where  rates  must  be  posted. 

Posting  a  notice  in  a  station  or  depot  that  the  tariff 
sheets  of  the  raibroad  company  may  be  found  in  some 
other  place  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  Act.*^  But  it 
should  be  noted  that  section  6  gives  the  Commission  a 
certain  discretion  to  modify  the  provision  as  to  posting." 
In  an  indictment  under  the  Elkins  Act  against  a  shipper 
for  accepting  concessions,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  govern- 
ment to  prove  posting  and  pubUshing  of  the  tariff  at  the 
station  where  the  freight  is  received  for  transportation, 
and  it  is  not  required  to  prove  that  the  carrier  had  posted 
and  published  the  same  at  every  station  on  its  Une.*^ 
The  publication  of  inland  joint  tariffs  for  the  transporta- 

"  Schwager  &  Nettleton  v.  Great         "  Johnson  v.  C,  S.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry., 

Northern  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  521.  9  Int.  Com.  Rep.  221. 

^*  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-         "  Franke  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  Ry., 

flion  V.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  Ry.,  167  27  I.  C.  C.  626. 
U.  S.  633,  17  Sup.  Ct.  966.  >•  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil 

*'  U.  S.  V.  Merchants'  &  Miners'  Co.,  170  Fed.  98S. 
Transp.  Co.,  1S7  Fed.  363. 

[7571 


§  818  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

tion  of  foreign  merchandise,  and  of  advances  and  reductions, 
should  be  made  by  posting  in  a  public  place  at  the  depot 
of  the  carrier  where  the  freight  is  received  in  the  port  of 
entry,  and  also  where  it  is  delivered  at  the  place  of  des- 
tination in  the  United  States.  ^^  A  rate,  filed  with  the 
Commission,  but  not  posted  at  station,  was  in  one  pro- 
ceeding held  unreasonable  to  extent  that  it  exceeded  the 
combination  of  the  locals.'^  But  a  failure  to  post  a  tariff 
which  did  not  contain  a  change  of  the  rate  in  question  was 
held  not  to  be  the  basis  for  reparation." 

§  818.  Posting  distinguished  from  filing. 

Posting  in  itself  is  not  a  condition  to  making  a  tariff 
legally  operative,  and  is  not  a  condition  to  the  continued 
existence  of  a  tariff  once  legally  established  by  filing.  The 
consequences  of  failing  to  file  have  been  distinguished  by 
the  courts  from  the  penalties  for  failing  to  post.  A  rate 
may  be  an  established  one,  so  that  an  offense  would  be 
committed  by  charging  less  than  the  rate,  even  though  the 
rate  has  not  been  posted  as  required  by  this  section.^ 
Where  an  indictment  against  a  shipper  for  obtaining  rates 
lower  than  the  lawfully  published  rate  fails  to  allege  that 
the  published  rates  were  posted  for  public  inspectioni  as  re- 
quired by  the  Act,  a  demurrer  to  such  an  indictment  will 
not  be  sustained.*'  In  accordance  with  this  view  of  the 
matter  it  has  been  held  that  damages  cannot  be  recovered 
on  account  of  the  failure  to  have  a  proper  tariff  posted 
at  its  stations.**  Even  when  posted,  a  rate  was  not  con- 
sidered by  one  of  the  earlier  cases  to  be  such  a  matter  of 
public  knowledge  that  ordinary  shippers  can  be  charged 
with  knowledge  of  it.*^    But  it  is  now  well  estabUshed  that 

"  New  York  Bd.  of  Tr.  A  Transp.  «  United  States  v.  Miller,  223  U.  S. 

V.  P.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  417.  599,  32  Sup.  Ct.  323. 

"  Alpha  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  **  Illinois  C.  Ry.  v.  Henderson  £. 

P.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  640.  Co.,  226  U.   S.   441,   33  Sup.  Ct. 

It  Fairbault  Furniture  Co.  v.  C.  Gt.  176. 

W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C,  40.  "  Mobile  A  O.  Ry.  v.  Dismukea, 

»>  United  States  v.  Howell,  56  Fed.  94  Ala.  131,  10  So.  289. 
21. 
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if  the  rate  is  duly  published  and  on  file,  shippers  and  con- 
signees cannot  depend  for  the  lawful  rate  or  charge  upon 
what  may  be  quoted  by  the  carrier's  agent,  but  must  be 
guided  by  the  published  rate  sheets  themselves.  ^^  Failure 
to  post  may  subject  carriers  to  penalties,  but  it  does  not  in- 
vaUdate  the  tariff  when  it  has  been  properly  filed  with 
Commission;  for  the  posting  of  rates  is  not  a  condition  to 
making  a  tariff  legally  operative.  ^^  If  the  rate  charged  was 
not  a  tariff  rate,  jurisdiction  exists  in  the  Commission  to 
determine  what  would  have  been  reasonable  and  award 
reparation.^  And  if  there  is  no  joint  tariff,  the  law  requires 
carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to  file  such  separately  established 
rates  and  charges.^ 

§  819.  Consequences  of  failing  to  file. 

Whatever  charges  are  made,  whatever  services  are  per- 
formed, and  whatever  privileges  are  allowed  by  carriers, 
must  be  stated  separately  in  the  schedules  filed  with  the 
Conmiission.^  A  common  carrier  by  contract  may  not 
unpose  upon  itself  any  burden  or  grant  any  privilege,  or 
perform  any  service,  or  make  any  allowance  with  respect 
to  the  traffic  of  a  particular  shipper  except  under  the  au- 
thority of  its  published  tariffs,  and  then  only  when  the 
burden  is  assumed  or  the  privilege  granted  or  allowance 
made  to  all  shippers  under  like  circumstances  and  similar 
conditions.^  It  follows  that  imless  there  is  a  tariff  pro- 
vision for  the  charges  for  services  specially  performed, 
the  railroad  cannot  collect  anything  for  rendering  these 
services. '^  In  one  case  it  appeared  that  shippers  custom- 
arily performed  the  service  of  loading,  but  the  published 
tariffs  made  no  provision  for  charges  where  the  carrier 

**  Suffern  v.  Indiana,  D.  A  W.  Ry.,  »  Anderson,    Clayton    &    Co.    v. 

7  Int.  Com.  Rep.  256.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  18  I.  C.  C. 

**  Buren  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  340. 

332.  »  General  Electric  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 

« Goldenberg  v.  Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  A  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  I.  C.  C. 

20  I.  C.  C.  R.  627.  237. 

^  Eagle  Pass  Lumber  Co.  ▼.  Nat'l  ^  Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  A 

Rys.  of  Mexico,  26  I.  C.  C.  6.  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  343. 
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did  the  loading;  the  carriers  loaded  the  cars  in  question 
and  collected  the  less-than-carload  rate,  but  it  was  held 
that  such  charge  was  unlawful,  and  complainant  was 
entitled  to  reparation  on  the  basis  of  the  caiioad  rate.'^ 
In  another  case  where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
railroad  charged  the  legal  rate  on  grain  and  refunded  to 
the  shipper  a  certain  amount  per  bushel  for  elevation 
service,  performed  by  the  shipper  at  the  b^inniiig  of 
transportation;  as  the  carrier's  published  tariff  contained 
no  such  allowance,  it  was  held  that  the  railroad  was  crimi- 
nally liable  under  the  Elkins  Law.'*  The  doctrine  of  the 
courts  is  that  the  provisions  of  section  15  of  the  Act,  to 
the  effect  that  shippers  may  be  made  an  allowance  by 
carriers  for  services  rendered  by  them  in  connection  with 
the  transportation,  relates  only  to  services  which  the 
carrier  has  scheduled  in  its  tariff  rates,  and  published  in 
accordance  with  section  6  of  the  Act.'^ 

§  820.  No  practice  legal  without  tariff  provision. 

It  is  altogether  unlawful  for  a  carrier  to  disregard  the 
regular  published  tariff  rates  in  making  up  any  of  its 
rates,  and  rely  upon  impublished  practices.  ^^  Likewise, 
all  rules  or  regulations  which,  if  enforced,  would  result  in 
changing  or  affecting  rates  or  charges  shown  on  the  pub- 
lished schedules  must  be  notified  to  the  public  for  the  time 
required  by  law  for  other  rate  changes.'-^  So  a  practice 
that  grain  may  be  shipped  to  an  intermediate  station,  and 
there  forwarded  as  a  new  shipment  at  a  proportional  rate 
lower  than  the  local  rate  from  that  point,  is  a  variation 
from  the  local  published  rate,  and  therefore  illegal.^  In 
consequence  of  these  general  principles,  it  follows  that 
all    transit   privileges   must   be   published   in  accordance 

"  Voorhees  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.  Co.,         "  Spillera  A  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R., 

16  I.  C.  C.  42.  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  364. 

"  Wisconsin  Central  Ry.   Co.   v.  "  Suffern   v.   Indiana,    D.   A   W. 

United  States,  169  Fed.  76.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  255. 

**  Lang;don  v.  Penna.  R.  R.  Co.,  "  Re  Rates  and  Practices  of  Mo- 

194  Fed.  486.  bile  &  O.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  373. 
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with  section  6.'^  And  it  has  often  been  pointed  out  by 
the  Commission  that  demurrage  is  wrongfully  collected 
where  there  is  no  tariff  provision  therefor.^  Tariffs  of 
the  Santa  Fe  system  not  found  to  have  provided  for  the 
absorption  of  switching  charges  at  Hutchinson,  on  traffic 
milled  in  transit  at  that  point,  it  was  held  improper  to  make 
such  absorption.^*  Rates  provided  m  tariffs  on  file  with 
the  Conmiission  are  the  only  legal  rates,  and  rates  pro- 
vided in  tariffs  not  on  file  are  not  valid. ^®  The  duly 
published  rate  is  the  legal  rate  for  the  shipping  public 
imtil  it  is  withdrawn  under  condemnation  by  the  Com- 
mission or  by  the  volimtary  act  of  the  carriers.'*^ 

§  821.  Devices  to  avoid  the  section. 

A  scheme  to  avoid  the  operation  of  this  section  will  be 
futile.  Thus,  the  device  by  which  a  published  rate  for 
carriage  of  coal  from  the  mines  of  the  carrier,  which  in 
the  case  of  a  favored  consignee  was  made  to  include  the 
price  of  the  coal  thus  sold  to  the  consignee  by  the  carrier 
and  delivered  to  him,  is  of  course  a  violation  of  the  Act.*^ 
And  deliveries  of  coal  by  an  interstate  carrier,  imder  a 
contract  to  sell  and  transport  such  coal  at  a  stipulated 
price,  come  within  the  requirement  of  the  Act  respecting 
the  maintenance  of  published  rates,  whenever,  from  any 
cause,  the  gross  sum  reaUzed  is  insufficient  to  yield  the 
carrier  iti  pubhshed  freight  rates  after  deducting  the  pur- 
chase price  of  the  coal  and  the  cost  of  delivery.^'  So  where 
a  railroad  company  (through  a  development  company 
which  it  owned)  bought  grain  in  Kansas  City,  trans- 
ported it  to  Chicago,  and  there  sold  it,  the  purpose  being 
merely  to   transport  it,   and   the  varying  profit  on   the 

^  IVansit  Case,  24  I.  C.  C.  340.  *^  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v. 

«  Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  Ry.  C.  &  E.  I.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  149. 

&  N.  Co.,  19 1.  C.  C.  R.  343.  «  Re  Transportation  of  Coal  and 

»  Hutchinson  Mill  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  Mine  Supplies,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  473. 

S.  F.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  180.  «  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 

«  St.  Louis  Blast  Fumaoe  Co.  v.  Int.  Com.  Comm.,  200  U.  S.  361,  26 

V.  Ry.,  24  L  C.  C.  360.  Sup.  Ct.  272. 
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transactions  being  the  only  real  compensation  for  the  car- 
riage, this  was  held  to  be  a  departure  from  the  published 
schedule  and  therefore  illegal.**  Where  demurrage  charges 
have  been  duly  filed  and  published  with  the  Commission, 
the  carrier  and  the  shipper  cannot  by  agreement  between 
themselves  cancel  such  charges  on  the  ground  that  the 
carrier's  tracks  were  torn  up  and  the  shipper's  tracks  were 
in  bad  condition,  thereby  causing  delays,  or  on  the  ground 
that  such  charges  were  discriminatory  between  competing 
shippers;  and  where  the  carrier  and  shipper  knowing  the 
published  demurrage  charges  cancel  the  same,  they  are 
criminally  liable  under  the  Act.*^ 

§  822.  Only  scheduled  rates  legaL 

The  requirements  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  the  publi- 
cation, posting,  and  filing  of  all  tenninal  charges,  storage 
charges,  icing  charges  and  all  other  charges  which  the 
Commission  may  require,  remove  from  the  carrier  and 
from  the  shipper  the  right  which  existed  under  the  com- 
mon law  to  contract  in  reference  to  any  such  charges, 
on  any  basis  other  than  that  specifically  set  forth  in  the 
carrier's  published  tariffs.^  A  carrier  may  not  grant  a 
trackage  privilege  to  a  shipper,  unless  it  is  authorized 
by  its  tariff  and  open  to  all  shippers  on  equal  terms.  *^  A 
rate  limited  to  shipments  to  be  delivered  within  the  New 
York  lighterage  limits  is  not  applicable  to  a  shipment  not 
ordered  to  be  delivered  within  the  lighterage  limits.** 
Whether  carriers  could  be  compelled  to  establish  reciprocal 
switching  arrangements  has  not  been  decided;  but  having 
entered  into  such  an  agreement  under  tariff  authority,  the 
carrier  must  accept  shipments  for  delivery  on  the  terms 


**  In  re  Rates  and  Practices  in  the  tral  R.  R.  Co.  of  N.  J.,  18  I.  C.  C. 

Transportation  of  Grain,  7  I.  C.  C.  25. 
Rep.  33.  «  Beaumont  &  G.  N.  R.  R.  v. 

«  Lehigh    Valley    R.   R.   Co.    v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  161. 
United  States,  188  Fed.  879.  «  See  Federal  Sugar  Refg.  Co.  v. 

<•  Peale,  Peacock  A  Kerr  v.  Cen-  B.  A  O.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  40. 
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of  the  schedule  to  extent  of  its  capacity.^'  Indeed,  accord- 
ing to  the  express  terms  of  the  Act  one  is  unlawfully  en- 
gaged in  interstate  conunerce  by  carriage  of  traffic  in 
respect  of  which  no  rate  had  been  published  and  filed. '^ 
It  follows  that  a  shipper  is  entitled  to  insist  upon  no 
rate  except  that  shown  in  carrier's  schedule  for  the 
transportation  of  the  commodity  tendered  for  ship- 
ment.*^ 

§  823.  Rate  wan  no  excuse. 

Reduction  of  passenger  rates  without  consent  of  con- 
necting lines  over  which  tickets  are  sold,  and  without 
filing  schedules  thereof  with  the  Commission  is  a  violation 
of  this  section;  and  no  necessity  or  compulsion  is  created 
by  a  war  of  rates  which  justifies  disobedience  of  the  Act.^^ 
Contracts  to  the  effect  I  hat  rates  shall  be  as  low  as  those 
of  competitors  cannot  be  accepted  as  a  basis  for  making 
rates.**  Whatever  may  have  been  the  practice  in  the  past 
of  ''meeting  the  rate/'  tariffs  must  now  be  adhered  to." 
The  carrier  whose  lawful  tariff  rate  is  higher  than  that  of  a 
competing  line  has  no  right  to  solicit  or  accept  shipments, 
with  the  understanding  or  expectation  that  an  order  of 
reparation  will  be  sought  at  the  hands  of  the  Conmiission, 
for  the  purpose  of  equalizing  to  the  shipper  a  rate  which 
he  could  have  secured  by  giving  his  shipment  to  another 
carrier.**  The  Conmnission  has  appreciated  the  evils  re- 
sulting from  rate  wars;  and  it  has  often  pointed  out 
that  until  it  is  given  power  to  fix  minimum  rates  it 
will  not  be  able  to  handle  the  situation  as  it  would 
like  to. 

•  CreBoent  Coal  &  Mining  Go.  ▼.  Wan,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  340, 2 1.  C.  C. 

B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  550.  513. 

»  Maxwell  v.  W.  F.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  "  Menefee  Lumber  Co.  v.  T.  &  P. 

20  I.  C.  C.  197.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  49. 

"  Ford  &  Co.  V.  M.  E.  R.  R.,  19  *«  In  re  Express  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 

I.  C.  C.  507.  132. 

•>In  re  Passenger  Tariffs  and  Rate  ••  Swift  &  Co.  v.  C.  &  A.  Ry.,  16 

I.  C.  C.  426. 
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Tojdc  B.     Departure  from  PubKshed  Rates 

§  824.  Reparation  for  improper  charges. 

Where  a  shipper  has  paid  charges  for  transportation 
service,  alleged  to  have  been  improper,  it  is  a  case  for  the 
Commission  to  decide  the  reasonableness  of  the  charges, 
and  to  award  reparation.^  But  where  shipments  have 
been  made  with  the  agreement  that  rate  published  should 
be  reduced  and  reparation  thereafter  given,  the  Com- 
mission will  refuse  to  sanction  any  such  deal.^^  If  the 
situation  whereby  the  shipper  was  forced  to  pay  the 
tariff  rate  of  the  carrier  is  one  which  bears  im justly  upon 
the  shipper  by  reason  of  the  fault  of  the  carrier,  a  showing 
to  this  effect  makes  a  typical  case  for  resort  to  the  Com- 
mission subsequently  for  reparation.  Thus  if  a  larger  car 
is  furnished  to  a  shipper  than  the  size  he  ordered  the 
minimum  should  only  be  based  on  the  car  ordered.^ 
And  so  if  one  large  car  is  ordered,  and  two  smaller  ones 
are  sent,  the  basis  of  the  minimmn  is  the  car  ordered. '^^ 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  complainant's  error  in  making  out 
the  shipping  ticket  caused  the  shipment  to  go  wrong, 
the  carrier  is  not  responsible,  and  the  case  will  be  dis- 
missed.«»  The  principle  runnmg  through  aU  the  cases 
plainly  is  that  in  first  instance  a  shipper  must  pay  the 
carrier  what  the  tariff  fairly  requires  of  him  by  proper 
interpretation,  even  if  the  carrier  is  willing  to  waive  the 
provisions  of  his  tariff.®^  If  then  he  can  show  that  what 
he  was  compelled  to  do  by  the  operation  of  this  rule  was 
prejudicial  to  him,  he  should  have  reparation  for  the 
wrong  done  him  by  the  carrier. 

§  826.  Certain  technical  points  discussed. 
A  carrier  should  not  be  penalized  for  a  purely  technical 

••  MaxweU  v.  W.  F.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  »  Jobbins  v.  C.  &  N.  W.,  17 1.  C.  C. 

20  I.  C.  C.  197.  297. 

"Annour  Car  Lines  v.  So.  Pac.  "Evens  A  H.  Fire  Brick  Co.  v. 

Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  461.  W.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  152. 

"  Hanna  Coal  Co.  v.  Nor.  Pac.  •*  Blum  Lumber  Co.  v.  So.  Pac. 

Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  289.  Co.,  18  I.  C.  C.  430. 
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omission  or  error  made  in  an  effort  to  bring  its  tariff  into 
conformity  with  the  regulations.*^  The  carrier  should  be 
considered  blameless,  if  it  has  relied  upon  the  terms  of 
a  schedule  which  could  not  reasonably  be  misimderstood.*' 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  carrier  is  to  blame  for  the  way 
in  which  the  schedule  is  framed,  and  the  error  in  the  tar- 
iff has  resulted  in  loss  to  the  shipper,  damages  will  be 
awarded.**  Where  a  class  rate  tariff  contained  no  reference 
to  a  commodity  rate  tariff,  it  was  held  that  a  mere  tech- 
nical omission  did  not  invalidate  the  commodity  issue.*^ 
But  it  is  matter  of  substance  not  of  form  which  requires 
that  local  rates  when  applied  to  interstate  business  must 
be  filed  with  the  Commission.*^"  However  it  has  been  de- 
cided that  the  factor  of  intermediate  rates  not  on  file  with 
Conmiission,  and  used  in  absence  of  through  rate  may  be 
held  imreasonable.**  Nothing  is  better  established  than 
that  a  rate  once  scheduled  is  put  beyond  any  arguing 
between  the  carrier  and  the  shipper  as  to  its  propriety  or 
impropriety;  if  the  carrier  should  concede  its  unreasonable- 
ness it  would  be  illegal  for  the  shipper  to  accept  this  con- 
cession.*^ Indeed,  under  the  system  now  prevailing  noth- 
ing but  fidelity  to  the  schedule  can  save  the  carrier  from 
prosecution  for  violation  of  the  Act  for  charging  less  than 
the  rates  filed  with  the  Commission.** 

§  826.  Criminal  liability  for  violation. 

The  Act  requires  publication  and  maintenance  of  definite 
transportation  charges;  it  is  the  law  that  carriers  shall 
publish  their  tariffs  and  adhere  to  these  tariffs.*®  It  was 
believed  that  in  no  other  way  could  the  discriminations 

"  Highland  Pk.  M'fg  Co.  v.  So.  of  Miss.  River,  8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  185. 

Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  67.  «  Mercantile  Lumber  &  Supply  Co. 

•»  Sanders  v.  C.  M.  A  St.  P.  Ry.,  v.  St.  L.  S.  W.  Ry.,  28  1.  C.  C.  701. 

Unrep.  op.  672.  ^  Old  Dominion  C.  &  S.  Co.  v. 

•*  Bowles  &  McCandless  v.  L.  &  P.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  309. 

N.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  663.  "  Voorheds  v.  O.  C.  L.  Ry.,  16 

•»  Highland  Park  M'tg  Co.  v.  S.  I.  C.  C.  42. 

Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  67.  "  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20 1.  C.  C. 

««  Re  Export  Rates  East  &  West  R.  426. 
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which  had  formerly  existed  be  prevented;  and  in  the 
enforoement  of  these  provisions  the  Commission  has  no 
discretions^  The  intention  of  Congress  is,  in  the  absence 
of  express  exceptions,  to  prevent  a  departure  from  the 
published  schedules  in  all  manner  of  carriages,  whether 
gratuitous  or  otherwise.^  ^  A  carrier  cannot  depart  to  any 
extent  from  its  published  schedules  of  rates  for  interstate 
transportation  on  file  without  incurring  the  penalties  of 
the  statutes.^^  The  law  places  the  same  obligation  upon 
the  shipper  as  upon  the  carrier  to  observe  lawful  tariff 
provisions;  and  so  it  would  seem  that  a  false  representation 
of  the  contents  of  a  package  on  the  part  of  the  shipper  is 
prohibited  by  the  law."  Where  a  carrier  willfully  and 
knowingly  demands  and  receives  storage  charges  against 
a  shipper  for  car  detained  at  a  point  other  than  the  cus- 
tomary and  usual  place  of  delivery  or  point  of  destination, 
it  is  criminally  liable  under  the  Act/^  In  view  of  the  ex- 
press provision  that  no  transportation  shall  be  performed 
save  in  pursuance  of  schedules  on  file,  the  Commission 
will  be  vigilant  to  see  that  criminal  prosecution  is  the 
result  of  any  flagrant  violation.^* 

§  827.  Essentials  of  the  crime. 

Under  the  Elkins  Act,  the  acceptance  by  a  carrier  of  a 
less  siun  of  money  than  that  named  in  its  tariff  for  the 
transportation  of  property  is  a  departure  from  the  legal 
rate;  and  it  is  no  defense  against  a  criminal  prosecution 
that  the  carrier  does  so  in  compromise  of  claims  for  loss  of 
property  in  transit.^*  The  language  of  the  Act  being  no 
carrier  shall  charge,  or  demand  or  collect,  or  receive  a 

70  Ames  Bros.  Go.  v.  Rutland  R.  '*  Bannon  v.  Southern  Express  Go.» 

R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  479.  13  I.  C.  C.  516. 

'*  American  Express  Co.  v.  U.  S.,  ^*  United  States  v.  Texas  &  P.  R. 

212  U.  S.  522,  29  Sup.  Ct.  315,  53  L.  R.,  185  Fed.  820. 

ed.  635.  7*  I.    C.    C.    Conference    Ruling, 

'•  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  V.  Mottley.  219  No.  184. 

U.  S.  467,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  265,  55  «  United  States  v.  Atchison,  T.  A 

L.  ed.  297.  S.  F.  Ry.,  163  Fed.  111. 
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greater  or  less  or  different  compensation,  it  has  been 
held  that  a  railroad  is  criminally  liable  for  merely  demand- 
ing storage  charges  in  excess  of  those  lawfully  applicable.^ 
Where  in  prosecution  under  the  Elkins  Act  the  indictment 
averred  that  the  defendant  carrier  over  whose  line  the  ship- 
ment was  made  had  established  and  published  rate  over 
its  line  of  19H  cents  and  the  proof  showed  that  the  tariffs 
and  schedules  filed  specify  18  cents  over  the  defendant's 
route,  it  appearing  that  the  19J^  cent  rate  was  made  up 
by  adding  to  the  18  cent  rate  the  1)^  cent  rate  of  another 
independent  carrier,  there  was  held  to  be  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  allegations  and  the  proof  J*  And  where  an 
indictment  alleged  that  the  published  rate  on  lime  was 
$70  a  carload,  the  allegation  was  held  not  to  be  sustained 
by  a  showing  from  the  published  tariff  that  the  rate  was 
$3.50  per  ton  in  carloads  of  at  least  40,000  lbs.,  the  charges 
to  be  assessed  at  $3.50  per  ton  on  actual  weight  on  ship- 
ments exceeding  40,000  lbs.,  as  these  variant  conditions 
might  be  material  in  determining  whether  or  not  there 
had  been  a  violation  of  the  Act.'* 

§  828.  Requirements  relating  to  filing. 

One  of  the  chief  purposes  of  the  filing  is  to  call  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Commission  to  a  proposed  change  in  rates.*^ 
As  the  Commission  has  pointed  out,  it  is  necessary  that  all 
rates  should  be  on  file  with  it  for  study  and  comparison, 
if  its  regulation  is  to  be  intelligent  and  comprehensive.^^ 
It  follows  that  rates  provided  in  a  tariff  which  is  not  on 
file  with  Commission  are  not  legal  rates.^^  And,  as  the 
protection  of  the  shipper  is  a  matter  which  the  Act  has 
also  in  mind,  damages  will  be  awarded  for  loss  sustained 

"  United  States  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  vances  in  Freight  Rates,  9  Int.  Com. 

R.,  185  Fed.  820.  Rep.  382. 

"  United  States  ▼.  Standard  Oil  "  Re  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.,  2 

Co.,  170  Fed.  977.  Int.  Com.  Rep.  480,  3  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

»  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  United  75. 

States,  170  Fed.  250.  «  St.  Louis  Blast  Furnace  Co.  v. 

» In  the  Matter  of  Proposed  Ad-  V.  Ry.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  360. 
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through  failure  to  post  a  tariff  changing  rates.^  A  tariff 
filed  by  the  authorized  agent  of  a  carrier  has  the  same 
legal  status  as  though  separately  published  and  filed  by  the 
carrier.^  If  a  tariff  making  reductions  is  in  due  form  and 
l^ally  filed,  whether  it  was  filed  without  proper  author- 
ity is  inmiaterial,^^  if  the  proof  shows  that  it  has  been 
regularly  used  by  the  defendant  carrier.  The  necessity  of 
establishing  and  maintaining  a  steady,  uniform,  open  tariff 
rate  is  of  paramount  importance,  in  view  of  the  evils  which 
the  Act  to  R^ulate  Conunerce  attempts  to  correct,  and 
obviously  the  most  efiSicient  method  of  regulation  is  the 
requirement  of  constant  publicity. 

§  829.  Conciusive  presumption  of  legality. 

The  filing  of  schedules  of  rates  with  the  Commission,  as 
required  by  the  Act,  raises  no  presumption  as  to  the 
legality  of  such  rates  in  any  proceedings  before  the  Com- 
mission.** But,  as  has  been  seen,  the  result  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section  is  that  in  all  dealings  between  shipper 
and  carrier,  whether  out  of  court,  or  in  court,  except  in  a 
proceeding  before  the  Commission  to  have  the  rates 
altered,  the  rate  so  filed  with  the  Commission  must  be 
taken  as  the  reasonable  rate.*^  Whether  or  not  the  shipper 
knows  or  does  not  know  what  the  rates  in  force  are,  he  is 
bound  thereby  and  answerable  therefor;  and  as  will  be 
seen  later  the  doctrine  that  the  scheduled  rate  is  the  only 
legal  rate  is  pressed  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  shipper 
must  pay  that  rate,  even  if  he  was  given  to  imderstand 
that  the  rate  was  lower .^    Thus  the  fact  that  a  shipper  is 


"  Canadian  Valley  Grain  Co.  v. 
C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  108. 

w  Johnson  &  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  637. 

"  Bd.  of  Tr.  of  Chicago  v.  I.  C. 
R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  546. 

"  San  Bernardino  Bd.  of  Trade  v. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  3  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  138. 

''One  of  the  first  cases  to  appre- 
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date  this  was  Van  Patten  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  81  Fed.  545.  See 
Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Mugg,  202  U.  S. 
242,  50  L.  ed.  1101,  26  Sup.  Ct.  268, 
for  this  doctrine  in  its  latest  develop- 
ment. 

"The  first  intimation  of  this  waa 
in  Kinnavey  v.  Terminal  R.  R.,  81 
Fed.  802.  See  Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v. 
Abilene  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  204  U.  S. 


Schedules  of  Rates  [  §  880 

not  given  personal  notice  of  the  promulgation  of  a  carrier's 
regulations  neither  vitiates  the  latter's  right  nor  lessens  its 
duty  to  impose  charge  inciured  under  the  rules  contained 
in  its  lawful  tariff.*®  The  full  scope  of  this  doctrine  of  the 
finality  of  the  scheduled  rate  until  it  is  altered  by  the 
Commission  is  fully  discussed  in  a  later  chapter  dealing 
with  its  quasi-judicial  powers. 

§  830.  Of  whom  filing  required. 

The  law  lays  upon  carriers  the  duty  to  publish  and  file 
rates  applicable  to  the  interstate  traffic  in  which  they 
participate.*"  But  special  rates  or  fares  for  property  or 
troops  for  the  federal  government  need  not  be  filed,  as 
such  transportation  is  expressly  excepted '  from  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act.*^  Where  a  terminal  railroad  lying  wholly 
within  a  State,  but  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  prop- 
erty moving  wholly  by  railroad  from  one  State  to  another, 
joined  in  the  transportation  of  an  interstate  shipment 
without  first  filing  a  schedule  of  rates  applicable  to  the 
shipment  with  the  Commission,  it  was  held  that  under  the 
Act  as  amended  it  was  criminally  liable.*^  But  a  railroad 
doing  only  local  businesses  and  entering  into  no  through 
arrangements,  either  by  billing  through  or  dividing  rates, 
need  not  file  its  schedules.*'  The  Commission  will  not 
recognize  as  common  carriers  lines  that  do  not  publish 
tariffs  in  lawful  form  or  concur  properly  in  lawful  tariffs 
of  other  lines  or  that  do  not  in  all  other  respects  comply 
with  the  law.**  Such  carriers  cannot  demand  the  estab- 
lishment of  through  rates  unless  they  are  ready  to  submit 
themselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  in  this 

426,  51  L.  ed.  563,  27  Sup.  Ct.  709,  "  United  States  v.  So.  Pac.  Ry., 

for  this  doctrine  in  its  latest  develop-  25  I.  C.  C.  255. 

ment.  '*  United   States   v.   Illinois  Ter- 

»  Peale,  P.  A  K.  v.  Central  R.  R.  minal  R.  R.,  168  Fed.  546. 

Co.  of  N.  J.,  18  I.  C.  C.  25.  **  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

^  Aransas  Pass  Channel  <fe  Dock  sion  v.  Bellaire  Z.  <fe  C.  Ry.,  77  Fed. 

Co.  V.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  942. 

403.  *^Star  Grain  &   Lumber  Co.  v. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  338. 
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respect.'^  A  railroad  lying  wholly  within  a  State  which 
stands  off  from  its  connections  at  its  terminals  and  deals 
with  them  as  it  would  with  consignors  or  consignees  is  not 
obliged  to  report  to  the  Commission.**  But  a  junction 
railway  which  is  by  intercorporate  relationships  involved 
with  the  terminal  movement  of  interstate  commerce  must 
conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  Act  as  to  fidelity  to 
tariffs.*^ 

§  831.  Provisions  cannot  have  retroactive  effect. 

It  has  been  sometimes  attempted,  but  always  in  vain  to 
give  a  retroactive  application  to  tariff  provisions,  for  some 
reason  or  other,  good  or  bad.**  The  Commission  is  positive 
in  holding  that  no  such  retroactive  appUcation  can  be 
sanctioned.**  Tariffs  cannot  be  made  to  apply  to  condi- 
tions, other  than  those  existing  upon  the  date  when  such 
tariffs  became  effective.^  It  follows  that  a  tariff  canceling 
a  privilege  does  not  affect  shipments  that  began  to  move 
prior  to  such  cancellation.'^  For  the  rate  in  effect  at  the 
time  a  shipment  begins  to  move  is  the  rate  lawfully  ap- 
plicable.' If  subsequent  to  the  shipments  in  question  a 
tariff  is  filed  making  such  allowance,  and  if  the  carrier 
admits  the  unreasonableness  of  the  rates  charged  to  the 
extent  of  such  allowance,  it  may  be  held  that  repara- 
tion should  be  awarded  on  the  basis  of  the  allowance 
made  in  the  subsequently  published  tariff.^  In  other 
words,  although  any  change  must  be  prospective,  and 
cannot  be  retroactive,  still  what  is  being  done  in  the  future 
may  have  its  bearing  upon  what  ought  to  have  been  done 
in   the  past.     But   the  Commission  will  scrutinize  any 

•»  Enterprise  Transp.  Co.  v.  Penna.  **  Rosenbaum  Bros.  ▼.  B.  &  O.  R. 

Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  326.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  287. 

»  United  States  v.  Chicago,  K.  &  '  Cady  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry., 

S.  Ry.,  81  Fed.  783.  19  I.  C.  C.  12. 

"  United  States  V.  Union  S.  Y.Co.,  *  In  the  Matter  of  Throui^  Routes, 

226  U.  S.  286,  33  Sup.  Ct.  83.  12  I.  C.  C.  163. 

•  Victor  Fuel  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  » Transit  Case,  25  I.  C.  C.  130. 

Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  119.  *  Kaye  A  Carter  Lumber  Co.  v. 

C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  604. 
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matter  of  this  sort  to  see  whether,  perhaps^  what  is  being 
worked  out  is  some  understanding  with  some  shippers  it  is 
desired  to  favor. 

§  832.  Schedules  working  changes  in  rates. 

Shippers  are  charged  with  knowledge  of  the  law  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  transportation  rates  may  be  changed ; 
and  a  change  in  rates  on  short  notice,  under  authority  of 
Commission  affords  no  basis  for  reparation  for  damage  to 
the  complainant  in  a  business  way.^  The  lawfully  estab- 
lished rate  remains  in  force  until  specifically  canceled  ac- 
cording to  an  obvious  rule  in  dealing  with  this  matter. 
Where  the  initial  carrier's  advanced  rate  tariff  did  not  can- 
cel lower  rate  named  in  tariff  of  another  carrier  to  which 
initial  carrier  was  a  party,  the  lower  rate  was  held  to  be 
the  legal  rate.®  Canceling  a  rate  whereby  a  previously 
scheduled  higher  rate  is  left  in  effect  is  an  advance  in 
ratesy  and  will  be  treated  as  such  under  the  Amendment  of 
1910.^  If  a  rate  is  advanced  while  oil  is  at  refiiung-in- 
transit  point  the  legal  rate  is  the  rate  in  effect  at  the  time 
of  the  original  movement.*  And  it  has  been  held  that  a 
failure  to  post  a  supplement  to  a  tariff  which  contained  no 
change  as  to  rates  affords  no  basis  for  an  award  of  repara- 
tion,*  As  for  the  occasion  for  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
the  Commission  to  shorten  the  normal  period  of  notice  of 
change  of  rates,  it  may  be  noted  that  permission  may  be 
granted  to  correct  an  error  in  tariff  on  less  than  statutory 
notice.  ^^  In  one  case  the  circumstances  were  so  unusual 
that  the  Commission  granted  permission  to  change  the  tariffs, 
which  may  be  made  effective  upon  one  day's  notice.  ^^ 

*  Wisconsin  Lime  &  Cement  Co.         *  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  A. 
V.  C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.      C.  L.  R.  R.,  19  L  C.  C.  R.  434. 

366.  » Faribault  Furniture  Co.  v.  C.  G. 

•  Stilwell  V.  L.  &  H.  R.  Ry.,  19      W.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  40. 

I.  C.  C.  404.  i»  Buren  v.  So.  Pac.  Co.,  26 1.  C.  C. 

7  Re   Advances   on   Cotton   Seed      332. 
Products,  25  I.  C.  C.  237.  "  Transcontinental       Commodity 

Rates,  26  I.  C.  C.  456. 
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§  833.  Invalidity  of  varied  rate. 

A  shipper  who  is  compelled  to  pay  charges  in  excess  of 
those  set  forth  on  the  published  rate  schedules,  because  of 
mles  prescribed  by  the  railroad  company  in  circulars  as  to 
maximum  and  minimum  carload  weights,  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  same  back  from  the  company.  ^^  Recently  the 
Commission  has  been  very  clear  that  the  published  rate 
must  be  paid  and  collected  regardless  of  rate  quoted.*^ 
On  the  other  hand,  if  collected  by  the  carrier,  unpublished 
charges,  and  those  in  excess  of  pubhshed  charges,  must  be 
refunded. ^^  An  unpublished  agreement  between  shipper 
and  carrier  cannot  be  basis  of  award  of  damages  by  Com- 
mission; the  Commission  can  award  damages  only  where 
there  has  been  a  violation  of  the  Act.^^  The  fact  that 
there  may  have  been  contractual  obligations  resting  upon 
the  vendor  and  vendee  cannot  excuse  the  defendants  from 
the  collection  and  retention  of  the  lawful  tariff  charges.^* 
And  the  fact  that  there  have  been  past  violations  of 
tariffs  constitutes  no  right  to  demand  anything  else  in  the 
future  than  the  schedule  itself.  ^^  The  effect  of  a  violation 
of  the  Act  is  to  make  the  contract  of  carriage,  including 
the  rate  named  therein,  invalid.  The  carrier  therefore  can- 
not be  sued  for  breach  of  an  executory  term  of  the  con- 
tract.^* This  principle,  however,  applies  only  to  a  claim 
which  must  be  based  on  the  illegal  contract.  The  granting 
of  a  rebate  contrary  to  the  provision  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce law  does  not  render  the  bill  of  lading  void,  so  that 
no  action  can  be  maintained  against  the  carrier  for  loss 
of  the  goods  by  negligence.  ^^ 

"  Suflfem  V.  Indiana,  D.  &  W.  Ry.,  Co.  v.  A.  G.  S.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  446. 

7  Int.  Com.  Rep.  255.  "  Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 

"  Scott  V.  T.  &  N.  O.  R.  R.,  20  C,  C,  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 

I.  C.  C.  167.  370. 

"  Northern  Lumber  M'fg  Co.  v.  "  Interstate   Commerce   Commis* 

T.  A  P.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  54.  sion  v.  Chesapeake  A  O.  Ry.,  128 

"Wood-Moeaic  Flooring  &,  Lum-  Fed.  59;  Red  Cloud  Mining  Co.  v. 

ber  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

458.  216. 

"  America  Brake  Shoe  &  Foundry  "  Merchants'  C.  P.  ^   S.  Co.  v. 
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§  834.  Stipttlations  in  bills  of  lading. 

It  should  be  noted  that  as  the  section  reads  the  carrier 
receiving  property  for  interstate  transportation  shall 
issue  a  bill  therefor,  and  be  liable  to  the  lawful  holder 
thereof  for  any  loss,  damage,  or  injury  to  such  property. ^^ 
Rates  are  governed  by  published  tariffs  and  not  by  no- 
tations made  on  bills  of  lading.  ^^  Carriers  cannot  deliver, 
until  bills  of  lading  are  properly  surrendered.  ^^  The  pro- 
vision in  a  bill  of  lading  limiting  the  responsibility  of 
the  carrier  to  the  "shipper's  load  and  count"  involved 
too  wide  a  question  of  law  for  the  Conmxission  to  as- 
sume authority  to  pass  upon  it.^'  A  carrier  may  in- 
sist upon  issuing  a  separate  bill  of  lading  for  each  car  ; 
but  if  it  issues'  one  bill  of  lading  for  a  shipment  con- 
sisting of  several  cars  it  cannot  collect  demurrage  until 
the  whole  shipment  is  tendered  for  delivery.^*  The  actual 
point  of  origin,  and  not  point  from  which  shipment  is 
billed, '  determines  the  rate.^^  The  binding  effect  upon 
carriers  of  instructions  contained  in  bills  of  lading  has 
recently  been  a  matter  of  discussion  before  the  Commis- 
sion.^* 

§  836.  Limitations  of  legal  obligations. 

It  may  be  premised  that  a  carrier  cannot  by  tariff  pro- 
vision exempt  itself  altogether  from  all  liabiUty  whatso- 
ever to  shippers  for  loss  of  property  m  transit.  2«*  If  a  rate 
is  conditioned  upon  a  shipper's  agreeing  that  the  carrier 
shall  be  under  no  liability  to  answer  for  losses,  formerly 
the  stipulation  was  valid  when  the  loss  occurred  through 

Insurance   Go.   of   North   America,  **  Western  Classification  Case,  25 

161   U.  8.  368,  38  L.  ed.   195,   14  I.  C.  C.  442. 

Sup.  Ct.  367.  *«  Scudder  v.   T.   &   P.   Ry.,   32 

»  Coal  Rates  on  the  Stony  Fork  I.  C.  C.  60. 

Branch,  26  I.  C.  C.  168.  "  Preston  v.  C.  &  O.  Ry.,  19  I.  C. 

"  Pole  Stock  Lumber  Co.  v.  G.  &  C.  406. 

S.  I.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  451.  »  J^kson  &  Perkins  v.  8.  P.  Co., 

*«  Leo  P.  Harlow,  Trustee,  v.  W.  24  I.  C.  C.  323. 

S.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  511.  "^  In  re  Express  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 

132. 
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causes  beyond  the  cameras  control;  but  the  stipulation 
was  void  as  against  loss  due  to  the  carrier's  negligence  or 
other  misconduct.**  There  is  no  lawful  authority  for  a 
tariff  provision  establishing  two  rates  for  same  transporta- 
tion service  and  same  liability  in  connection  therewith.*' 
The  initial  carrier  should  not  only  advise  shipper  of  lower 
rates  applying  in  case  of  release  of  valuation,  but,  when 
informed  of  the  shipper's  desire  to  avail  himself  of  such 
lower  rates,  should  obtain  the  shipper's  signature  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  tariffs.*'  Even  since  the  sweeping  pro- 
visions of  the  Carmack  Amendment  against  all  limitation 
of  liabihty  for  loss,  a  stipulation  in  a  shipping  contract 
limiting  the  carrier's  liability  in  case  of  the  loss  of  an  in- 
terstate shipment  of  cattle  to  the  agreed  value  of  $20  for 
each  cow,  made  to  secure  the  lower  of  two  rates  on  file 
with  the  Commission,  has  been  held  not  forbidden  by  the 
provisions  of  this  amendment  prohibiting  exemptions  from 
the  liability.*^  The  latest  case  on  this  point  goes  so  far 
as  to  hold  that  if  the  property  is  apparently  of  greater 
value  than  the  limitation,  and  no  notice  of  the  requirement 
in  the  tariff  that  a  higher  value  must  be  declared  has  come 
to  the  owner,  still  the  scheduled  provisions  govern  the 
situation  and  no  more  than  the  amounts  stated  therein 
on  the  conditions  named  can  be  recovered.*' 

Topic  C.    Joint  Tariffs  and  Schedules 

§  836.  Meaning  of  joint  tariff. 

Two  kinds  or  classes  of  routes  are  recognized  and  pro- 
vided for,  namely,  the  line  of  a  single  carrier,  and  a  con- 
tinuous line  or  route  operated  by  more  than  one  carrier 
where  the  participating  carriers  establish  joint  rates  or 

»»  In  re  Released  Rates,  11  I.  C.  »«  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  ▼. 

C.  550.  Hamman  Bros.,  227  U.  S.  637,  33 

»«  C.  H.  Algert  Co.  v.  D.  &R.  G.  Sup.  Ct.  397. 

R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  93.  »f  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.  v.  Hooker, 

»<<  Western  Classification  Case,  26  233  U.  S.  97,  34  Sup.  Ct.  596. 
I.  C.  C.  442. 

[774] 


Schedules  of  Rates  [  §  837 

charges  for  such  continuous  line  or  route.  Joint  through 
routes  and  rates  are  ordinarily  the  subject  of  agreement 
between  the  participating  carriers;  but  when  this  is  es- 
tablished, and  until  finally  abrogated  or  changed,  they  are 
required  by  the  statute  to  be  kept  open  to  public  use.*^ 
The  publication  by  a  carrier  subject  to  the  Act  of  the 
aggregate  local  rates  between  points  on  its  own  line  and 
those  on  the  line  of  a  connecting  carrier  with  which  it  has 
no  joint  tariff,  is  not  illegal;  but  it  cannot  lawfully  add 
to  the  duly  established  rates  of  another  carrier  any  amount 
it  pleases  less  than  its  own  rate,  and  publish  and  use  that 
sum  as  a  through  rate,  without  the  consent  of  the  other 
company.  Such  a  through  rate  is  not  a  joint  rate,  for 
joint  rates  can  be  made  only  by  concurrence  or  assent; 
nor  is  it  a  combination  rat€,  for  one  of  its  component 
parts  has  no  legal  existence  or  sanction  as  a  separate  or 
local  charge,  and  there  must  be  lawful  rates  upon  both  the 
roads  before  there  can  be  a  lawful  combination  of  rates." 
There  is  a  decision  in  a  State  court  to  the  effect  that  a 
combination  rate,  not  being  a  joint  rate,  need  not  be 
posted,  and  is  not  subject  to  the  Act.^  But  when  rates 
estabUshed  to  apply  between  points  within  a  single  State 
are  applied  as  part  of  combination  rates  on  transportation 
between  different  States,  such  State  rates,  as  well  as  the 
interstate  rates  with  which  they  are  combined,  must  be 
published  at  stations  and  filed  with  the  Commission.*^ 

§  837.  Making  and  filing  jointly. 

Any  one  member  of  a  joint  combination  may  file  copies 
of  joint  tariff  for  all  the  members.'^  And  where  one 
carrier  files  and  properly  publishes  a  joint  tariff,  he  is  not 

" Consolidated  Forwarding  Co.  v.  "Re  Export  Rates  from   Points 

Southern  Pacific  Co.,  9  Int.  Com.  E^t  and  West  of  Miss.   River,  8 

Rep.  182.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  185. 

«  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v.  "  Re  Filing  Copies  of  Joint  Tariff, 

Piatt,  7  Int.  Com.  Rep.  323.  1    Int.    Com.    Rep.    76,    I.   C.   C. 

»  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Nelson  226. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  23  S.  W.  732. 
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afifected  by  the  failure  of  other  carriers  properly  to  pub- 
lish it.*^  The  tariffs  need  not  be  filed  at  a  non-competing 
point.^'  A  railway  stage  route  and  hotel  association  are 
not  connecting  carriers  who  can  make  and  file  a  joint 
tariff.  ^^  The  schedule  having  failed  to  limit  rates  pub- 
lished in  tariff  to  certain  routes  the  rate  applies  via  the 
lines  of  all  carriers  parties  to  the  tariff. ^^  Where  an 
initial  line  publishes  and  maintains  one  joint  tariff  which 
is  not  properly  concurred  in  by  its  connections,  and  at  the 
same  time  another  joint  tariff  naming  higher  rates  and 
properly  concurred  in,  the  latter  tariff  names  the  l^al 
rate  and  must  be  apphed.^^  There  is  not  what  can  be 
considered  a  through  route  and  joint  rate  where  one 
of  connecting  roads  has  not  filed  a  tariff  with  Commis- 
sion.^^ The  initial  carrier  is  liable  in  reparation,  where  it 
published  a  joint  through  rate  in  which  connecting  lines 
had  not  concurred,  the  combination  rate  legally  applied 
being  foimd  unreasonable.^*  An  attempt  to  connect 
outbound  interstate  movements  with  inbound  move- 
ments to  a  concentrating  point  imder  rates  not  on  file 
with  Commission  is  unlawful.^'  Any  lawful  charge  or 
any  factors  making  up  by  combination  a  lawful  charge 
must  be  duly  scheduled.  *°  By  a  rule  of  construction  of 
schedules,  where  there  are  two  rates — one  a  joint  rate 
a^d  the  other  a  combination  rate — the  joint  rate  is  the 
legal  rate.^^ 

§  838.  What  particulars  must  be  published. 

It  was  at  first  held   that   the  published  tariff  should 

»*  Virginia  C.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Louis-  »^  Fish  &  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  St. 

ville  &  N.  R.  R.  (Va.),  37  S.  E.  310.  L.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  452. 

»»  Chicjago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  Osborne,  »  Texico  Transfer  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 

52  Fed.  912.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  17. 

"  WyUe  V.  Northern  Pac.  R.  R.,  »  St.  Paul  Board  of  Trade  v.  M., 

11  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  145.  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  Ry.,  19  L  C.  C. 

»»  Kennedy  &  Co.  v.  St.  L.  S.  W.  285. 

Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  277.  ^  Kile&M.v.D.Ry.,15LC.C.235. 

"St.  Paul  Board  of  Tnuie  v.  M.,  ^»  Arabol  M'fg  Co.  v.  S.  B.  Ry^ 

St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  Ry.,  285.  25  I.  C.  C.  429. 
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definitely  name  all  the  participating  roads  and  indicate 
the  various  routes  by  which  they  undertake  to  afiford 
transportation  at  designated  rates.  Theoretically;  at 
least,  it  said,  such  a  disclosure  is  necessary  to  a  complete 
statutory  joint  tariff.  And  it  was  ordered  that  all  carriers 
concerned  should  file  an  acceptance  of  the  tariff.  ^^  But 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  finally  held  that 
the  carrier  publishing  a  through  tariff  might  reserve  the 
right  to  route  the  goods  as  it  pleased  beyond  its  own 
terminal.^'  However,  by  a  subsequent  amendment  to  the 
Act  it  is  provided  that  the  tariff  naming  joint  through  rates 
should  show  the  number  of  the  routes  and  give  the  shipper 
his  choice.  ^^  A  carrier  published  a  joint  tariff,  showing  it 
could  make  delivery  on  track  of  carrier  from  whom  it 
had  not  obtained  conciurences ;  the  consignee  paid  the 
drayage  charges  on  the  shipment,  which  the  connecting 
line  refused  to  deUver  without  payment  of  switching 
charges,  and  it  was  held  that  these  drayage  charges  con- 
stituted the  measure  of  damage.  ^^  All  this  is  consequent 
upon  the  rule  that  carriers  cannot  engage  in  through  trans- 
portation without  pubUcation  of  definite  and  specific  rates, 
including  all  services  incident  to  through  movement.^ 

§  839.  Rates  based  upon  combinations. 

It  is  fimdamental  that  there  can  be  but  one  legal  rate 
between  two  points.  This  rate  must  be  the  local  rate 
if  over  one  road,  or  the  joint  rate  if  over  a  through 
route  composed  of  two  or  more  roads  which  have  agreed 
to  a  joint  rate,  or  a  combination  of  separately  estab- 
lished rates  appUcable  on  through  business  over  a  through 
route  which  does  not  enjoy  a  joint  rate.^^    Where  a  through 

**  In   re   Form   and   Contents   of  *•  Edison  Portland  Cement  Co.  v. 

Rate  Schedules,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  267.  D.,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  382. 

**  Southern  Pacific  C-o.  v.  Int.  Com.  ^  Hampton  M'fg  Co.  v.  Q.  D.  S. 

Comra.,  200  U.  S.  536,  26  Sup.  Ct.  S.  Co.,  27  I.  C.  C.  666. 

330.  ^n^aning-Harris    Coal    &    Grain 

**See  Express  Rate  Cases,  24  I.  Co.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.,  11  I.  C.  C. 

C.  C.  380.  154 

[  777  I 


§  840  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulatiok 

rate  is  published  it  governs  the  situation,  even  making 
unavailable  a  proportional  rate,  which  could  otherwise  be 
used  in  getting  a  favorable  combination.^  Wh^e  no 
joint  rate  is  lawfully  fixed  the  duty  of  the  carriers  is  to 
apply  the  lowest  combination  of  intermediate  rates.^ 
There  is  no  other  rule  possible  than  that  in  absence  of  a 
joint  through  rate,  the  combination  of  locals  constitutes 
the  through  rate.^  A  carrier  failing  to  route  goods  so  as 
to  give  the  shipper  the  advantage  of  the  lowest  combina- 
tion by  any  natiutd  route  will  be  held  responsible  in  repa- 
ration proceedings. 

§  840.  What  combinations  are  justified. 

It  is  not  asked  to  post  at  stations  all  factors  in  local 
combinations  with  others,  only  the  joint  rates  in  force 
from  that  point.  ^^  A  factor  in  a  combination  not  on  file 
with  Commission,  and  used  in  absence  of  through  rate 
may  be  set  aside.^^  It  is  the  carrier^s  own  tariff,  in  the 
theory  here  applied,  not  that  of  its  connections  which 
governs.^'  Rates  not  filed  with  the  Commission  are 
not  lawful  factors  in  combinations.^^  A  rate  between  two 
points  in  a  State  to  be  applicable  to  a  shipment  beyond 
out  of  the  State  must  be  filed  with  this  Commission.  ^^ 
Where  an  initial  carrier  publishes  a  joint  tariff,  which  is 
not  properly  conciured  in  by  its  connections,  it  is  ineffective 
as  such.^  Where  a  carrier  filed  and  posted  tariff  stating 
a  through  rate  to  points  on  a  line,  which  was  not  named 
as  a  party  and  had  not  concurred,  it  was  held  that  charges 
would  be  collected  on  the  basis  of  the  combination  of  these 

«  Lindsay  Broe.  v.  B.  &  O.  S.  W.,  Co.  v.  St.  L.  S.  W.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C. 

16  I.  C.  C.  6.  701. 

«  Alpha  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  *»  Falls  &  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 

P.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  640.  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  269. 

••  Fish  &  Co.  V.  N.  Y.  C.  &  St.  L.  »*  Hagan  Iron  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 

R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  452.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  529. 

"  Canadian  Valley  Grain  Co.  v.  »» Johnson  v.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M. 

Chicago   &   R.   I.   P.,   18   I.  C.  C.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  256. 

509.  ••  Kennedy  &  Co.  v.  St.  &  S.  W. 

**  Mercantile    Lumber   &   Supply  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  277. 
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intermediates.^^  To  attempt  to  avoid  through  rates  by 
paying  ticket  rate  to  an  intermediate  point  and  the 
mileage  rate  beyond,  must  be  accompanied  with  the  con- 
ditions of  the  tariffs  under  which  mileage  is  sold.**  Natu- 
rally enough  damages  were  denied  on  the  basis  of  an  un- 
lawful contract,  whereby  a  shipper  was  to  receive  the 
benefits  of  an  unpublished  division  of  a  through  rate.** 

§  841.  Whether  export  rates  must  be  filed. 

Rates  on  export  traffic  must  be  published  and  filed  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section.*®  So-called 
through  export  rates,  made  by  adding  the  ocean  rate  to 
the  inland  rail  rates,  are  not  analogous  to  railroad  rates 
made  by  joint  arrangement  by  railway  carriers  subject 
to  the  statute,  in  the  sense  that  the  total  rate  must  be 
published  and  filed,  and  it  is  enough  if  the  railroad  car- 
rier pubUshes  and  maintains  its  own  rate  to  the  seaboard.*^ 
But  if  there  is  in  fact  such  a  joint  arrangement  that  the 
rate  is  a  joint  rate  under  this  section,  then  the  entire 
through  rate  should  be  published,  and  not  the  inland 
division,  which  in  that  case  might  vary  while  the  entire 
rate  remained  the  same.*^  It  is  now  generally  understood 
that  if  the  carrier  names  export  rates  they  must  be  filed, 
subject  to  the  operation  of  the  distinctions  just  stated,  but 
otherwise  as  has  been  seen  in  a  former  chapter  the  Com- 
mission can  have  no  concern  with  a  rate  applymg  outside 
of  the  United  States.*' 

§  842.  Divisions  and  proportional  rates. 

Divisions  of  the  joint  rates  between  the  carriers  con- 
cuning  therein  are  matters  of  private  agreement,  and  for 

"  Morton  Salt  Co.  v.  M.  L.  A  T.  »  Re  Export  &  Domestic   Rates 

R.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  422.  on  Grain,  8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  214. 

••  In  re  Mileage  Books,  28  I.  C.  •^  Kemble  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  R., 

C.  318.  8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  110. 

*  Beekman    Lumber   Co.    v.    St.  *^Re    Publication    &    Filing    of 

L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  Tariffs,  10  Int.  Com.  Rep.  56. 

270.  ••  New  Orleans  B.  of  T.  v.  Illinois 

Central  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  465. 
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that  reason^  generally  speaking,  are  of  no  special  concern 
to  shippers,  nor  are  they  essential  to  legalize  a  published 
through  rate.*^  So  far  as  charges  on  its  own  road  are 
concerned,  a  carrier  cannot  be  bound  by  tariffs  of  its 
connections  in  which  it  has  not  concurred;  neither  can  it 
ignore  the  provisions  of  the  tariflfs  of  its  connections  with 
reference  to  charges  for  services  performed  by  those  con- 
nections.*^ In  one  proceeding  the  factor  of  the  combina- 
tion through  rate  from  Memphis  to  Little  Rock  was  not 
found  unduly  prejudicial  as  compared  with  the  proportional 
rate  on  through  shipments  between  the  same  points  on 
traffic  originating  in  different  localities/'*'  It  was  noted  in 
another  case  that  a  special  proportional  rate  applied  to 
shipments  to  Milwaukee,  when  destined  to  points  east  of 
Illinois-Indiana  State  line.*'  A  tariff  provision  for  free 
reconsignment  at  a  junction  point  to  connecting  lines 
where  no  through  rates  were  in  effect  was  not  found  ap- 
plicable where  a  proportional  rate  was  in  effect.** 

§  843.  Parties  liable  to  prosecution. 

The  concluding  part  of  section  1  of  the  Elkins  Act 
brings  all  the  carriers  who  have  participated  in  any  rate 
filed  or  published  within  the  terms  of  the  Act,  as  much  so 
as  if  the  tariff  had  been  actually  published  and  filed  by 
such  participating  carrier,  so  that  a  connecting  carrier 
may  be  convicted  of  rebating  for  accepting  a  lower  rate 
than  the  one  filed  with  the  Commission  by  the  initial 
carrier.**  In  interpreting  a  schedule  from  which  it  was 
alleged  there  had  been  a  departure,  the  court  held  that 
the  route  to  which  the  tariff  applied  was  the  natural  and 
direct  route  from  Olean  to  Norwood  by  way  of  Rochester, 

"  Germain  Co,  v.  N.  O.  &  N.  E.  «7  Webster  Grocer  Co.  v.  C.  &  N. 

K.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  22.  W.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  493. 

^^  Hull  Co.  V.  S.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  «  Becker  v.  P.  M.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C. 

;i02.  C.  645. 

««  Scott-Mayer     Commission     Co.  ««  United  States  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H. 

V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  R.  R.  R.,  212  U.  S.  509,  53  L.  ed.  629, 

529.  29  Sup.  Ct.  313. 
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and  not  the  roundabout  route  by  Buflfalo,  and  that  the 
tariff  was  therefore  suflSeiently  definite  to  establish  the 
rate  specified  over  the  former  route,  in  a  criminal  prose- 
cution under  the  Elkins  Act  for  accepting  a  concession/** 
An  indictment  which  alleges  that  the  transportation  was 
pursuant  to  a  common  arrangement  for  a  continuous  ship- 
ment and  that  the  concession  was  for  a  part  and  not  from 
the  aggregate  rate  for  the  interstate  transportation,  is 
not  defective,  since  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  offense 
that  all  connecting  carriers  should  join  in  giving  the  con- 
cession.^^ In  the  most  famous  of  these  cases  against  the 
companies  allied  with  the  Standard  Oil  combination  it 
was  held  that  the  defendant  Indiana  Company  was  not 
guilty  under  the  Elkins  Act  of  securing  transportation  at 
less  than  the  published  rates,  since  the  charges  paid  by  it 
for  the  portions  of  the  haul  between  Evansville  and  Grand 
Junction  and  Grand  Jimction  to  destination  were  the 
lawfully  published  divisions  of  the  legal  rate  from  Whiting 
to  Birmingham.^^ 

Topic  Z>.     Form  of  Schedules  Required 

§  844.  Clearness  of  statement. 

The  publication  of  tariffs  in  convenient  form,  adequate 
in  statement  and  properly  authenticated,  is  essential  to  the 
enforcement  of  reasonable  rates  and  impartial  treatment. 
So  far  as  possible  the  schedules  should  be  simple  in  ar- 
rangement, ample  in  their  disclosures,  and  free  from  am- 
biguity. Otherwise  the  opportunity  is  afforded  for  evading 
the  law  by  discriminating  practices  and  unjust  exactions.^^ 
The  rate  sheets  must  be  readily  intelUgible  to  shippers  and 
consignees.^*  They  must  be  so  simplified  that  persons  of 
ordinary    comprehension    can    understand    them;    and    a 

™  Standard  Oil  CJo.  of  N.  Y.  v.  "  Re  Rate  Schedules,  6  Int.  CJom. 

United  States,  179  Fed.  614.  Rep.  267. 

'^  United   States  v.   Vacuum  Oil  ^*  Johnston-Larimer  D.  G.  Co.  v. 

Co.,  158  Fed.  536.  Atchison,  T.  A  F.  R.  R.,  6  Int.  Com. 

7>  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Rep.  568. 
Co.  of  Ind.,  183  Fed.  223. 
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notation  in  the  tariff  of  one  carrier,  making  reference  to 
the  tariff  of  some  competing  carrier,  does  not  meet  the 
requirement  of  the  law  that  the  rate  charged  shall  be  pub- 
lished and  filed,"  The  mere  designation,  in  a  paper  or 
circular,  of  the  means  of  arriving  at  rates  by  calculation 
or  reference  to  other  papers,  does  not  constitute  the  rate 
sheet  required;  and  the  reissuing  by  a  carrier  of  a  tariff 
of  another  line,  and,  by  a  supplement  concurrently  issued, 
limiting  its  use  of  the  rates  therein  prescribed  to  such  as 
are  over  a  specified  minimum,  is  reprehensible.'*  The 
Commission  has  had  occasion  to  condemn  a  tariff  such  as 
to  lead  to  confusion  and  discrimination  in  application  of 
different  rates  to  similar  mixed  carloads."  In  the  revision 
of  the  tariffs  of  the  express  companies,  a  simple  method  of 
stating  express  rates  was  required  by  the  Commission.^ 
And  in  general  careless  tariffs  have  been  condemned  again 
and  again.^^ 

§  846.  Necessary  fullness  of  statement 

The  schedules  should  be  sufficiently  full  to  show  all  that 
a  shipper  needs  to  know.  Thus  published  tariffs  specifying 
rates  per  standard  crate  on  vegetables  shipped  from  Florida 
to  northern  or  northeastern  points  should  state  plainly 
the  dimensions  of  the  crate  to  which  the  rates  apply.** 
On  the  other  hand,  where  the  rate  sheet  states  that  the 
rates  are  subject  to  an  official  classification  filed  with  the 
Commission,  this  was  held  enough  to  mform  shippers  that 
the  rates  given  were  for  carriage  with  limited  liability.*^ 
The  law  requires  that  tariffs  shall  state  plainly  the  rates 
applicable  to  aay  transportation  which  the  raih-oads  per- 

«  H.  B.  Pitts  &  Son  v.  St.  Louis  ^»  Payne  V.  M.  O.  L.  &  T.  R.  R. 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  10  Int.  Com.  Rep.  684.  v.  S.  C.  CJo.,  16  I.  C.  C.  186. 

^  Colorado  Fuel  &  I.  Co.  v.  South-  »  Re   Alleged    Unlawful   Charges 

em  P.  Co.,  6  Int.  Com.  Rep.  488.  for    Transportation    of    Vegetables, 

"  Barrett  M'fg  Co.  v.  C,  M.  A  8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  686. 

St.  P.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  79.  "  Mannheim  Ins.  Co.  v.  Erie  & 

78  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C.  W.    T.    Co.    (Mmn.),    76    N.    W. 

380.  602. 
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form.  Published  tariffs  are  of  little  value  if  a  shipper  can- 
not depend  upon  the  statements  therein  contained.^^  A 
rule  in  a  circular  that  agents  shall  decline  to  receive  ship- 
ments of  freight  ''to  order,"  with  directions  to  notify 
parties  elsewhere  than  at  destination  point  should  be  filed 
with  Commission.''  A  class-rate  tariff  containing  no  refer- 
ence to  the  commodity  rate  tariff,  it  was  held  that  this 
mere  technical  omission  did  not  invalidate  the  conmiodity 
issue.** 

§  846.  Methods  of  stating  rates. 

The  Commission  has  often  said  that  tariffs  must  be  so 
framed  as  to  be  intelligible  to  those  who  are  not  neces- 
sarily experts  in  reading  them.*^  The  practice  is  con- 
demned of  inserting  obscure  and  general  clauses  in  vol- 
uminous tariff  publications,  to  the  effect  that  where  a 
combination  of  locals,  either  general  or  in  specific  instances, 
will  make  a  lower  aggregate  through  rate  than  the  specific 
joint  through  rate  therein  stated,  the  former  will  be  used.^ 
It  is  a  mischievous  practice  for  carriers  to  publish  to  their 
tariffs  and  on  their  bills  of  lading  rules  and  regulations 
which  are  misleading,  unreasonable,  or  incapable  of  literal 
enforcement  in  a  court  of  law.*'  Carriers  should  not  pub- 
lish rates  in  one  tariff  and  discoimts  or  allowances  from 
such  rates  in  another  tariff,  but  instead,  should  file  a  new 
rate  as  such.**  Various  light  and  bulky  articles  which  can- 
not be  loaded  heavily  were  given  the  lowest  minimum 
contained  in  the  particular  carriers'  tariffs;  this  practice 
was  said  to  be  known  as  ''the  principle  of  the  least  mini- 
mum," and  to  apply  universally.**    In  the  absence  of  a 

•*  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v.  "  Hydraulic   Press   Brick   Co.   v. 

C.  4c  E.  I.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  149.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  11 1.  C.  C.  342. 

>* Ludowid-Celadon  Co.  v.  A.  C.  ''Re  Released  Rates,  11  I.  C.  C. 

L.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  693.  550. 

^  Highland  Park  M'fg  Co.  v.  S.  "  In  re  Allowances  for  the  Transfer 

Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  67.  of  Sugar,  14  I.  C.  C.  619. 

»  Porter  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  »  Lindsay  Bros.  v.  P.  M.  R.  R., 

15  I.  C.  C.  4.  25  I.  C.  C.  368. 
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reconsigiiment  privilege  applicable  to  a  given  shipment 
it  was  held  that  the  sum  of  the  locals  to  and  from  the  point 
of  reshipping  is  the  l^al  rate.*^ 

§  847.  Requirements  of  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  has  full  jurisdiction  over  r^ulations 
affecting  transportation  expressed  in  tariffs.'*  Tariffs 
should  not  be  used  until  Commission's  rules  are  com- 
plied with.'^  Note  should  be  made  of  the  Commission's 
rules  concerning  supplements  to  tariffs.^'  An  index  sufficient 
to  comply  with  Commission's  rules  should  be  included.**  All 
the  rules  come  to  this,  that  the  classifications  should  be 
clearly  stated.  Tariffs  which  apply  rates  upon  commod- 
ities according  to  their  use  are  improper;  the  carrier  has 
no  right  to  attempt  to  dictate  the  uses  to  which  com- 
modities transported  by  it  shall  be  put.'*  And  for  the 
same  reason  the  practice  of  naming  specific  consignors 
and  consignees  as  entitled  to  special  service  is  condemned.** 
Short-term  commodity  rates  are  suggestive  of  the  "mid- 
night tariff ''  of  the  older  times  before  the  requirement  of 
a  month's  notice.*"  The  ruling  of  the  Commission  directing 
that  if  a  supplement  to  a  tariff  is  issued  which  conflicts 
with  a  part  of  a  previous  supplement,  which  is  not  thereby 
canceled  in  full,  that  such  newly  issued  supplement  should 
specifically  state  the  portion  of  the  previous  supplement 
intended  thereby  to  be  canceled,  is  held  to  apply  to  suc- 
cessive supplements  to  the  same  tariff,  as  well  as  to  other 
and  different  tariffs.** 


*>  Deeves  Lumber  Co.  v.  A.  &  V.  •»  Crescent   Coal   &    Mining   Co. 

Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  42.  v.  C.  &  E.  I.  R.  R.,  11   I.  C.  C. 

•*  Hood    &    Son    V.    Delaware   &  149. 

Hudson,  17  I.  C.  C.  15.  «  Pierce  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  H.  R. 

•»  Noble  V.  G.  T.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  20  R.  R.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  579. 

I.  C.  C.  70.  ^  Du  Pont  de  Nemours  Powder 

»» In    re    Proposed    Schedules    of  Co.  v.  D.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  30 1.  C.  C. 

Rates  on  Lumber,  20  I.  C.  C.  575.  R.  83. 

»*  Western  Mantle  Co.  v.  S.  P.  &  "  Vdtch  v.  S.  A.  L.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  a 

8.  Ry.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  643.  4. 
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§  848.  Consequences  of  indefinite  tariffs. 

A  tariff  so  ambiguous  as  to  be  impossible  of  determina- 
tion is  of  no  effect.'*  A  complainant  is  not  to  be  deprived 
of  his  right  to  a  reasonable  rate  by  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendants, through  neglect  of  the  rules  of  this  Commission 
as  to  publication  of  their  tariffs,  had  failed  to  establish 
that  rate  in  legal  form,^  Recently  where  a  tariff  provision 
relating  to  crating  of  articles  was  found  to  be  ambiguous, 
reparation  was  awarded  for  unreasonable  charges  resulting 
therefrom.*  But  still  more  lately  it  has  been  held  that 
reparation  will  not  be  awarded  where  claim  is  not  based 
upon  reasonableness  of  rate  charged,  but  involved  simply  a 
question  of  tariff  construction.'  A  tariff  stating  that  the 
rate  is  governed  by  what  a  State  commission  fixes  is  im- 
proper.-*  In  an  mdictment  against  a  shipper  under  the 
Elkins  Act  for  accepting  and  receiving  a  concession,  it  is 
error  to  exclude  evidence  offered  on  the  part  of  defendant 
to  show  that  it  had  no  knowledge  of  the  lawfully  published 
rate,  especially  where  the  tariffs  setting  out  such  rate  were 
involved  and  somewhat  ambiguous.^  Minimums  must 
be  duly  scheduled,  else  the  carload  is  the  car  full  at  its 
actual  weight.*  Damages  were  awarded  for  violation  of 
section  6,  where  shipper  routed  his  goods  via  a  route 
taking  a  higher  rate,  because  tariff  was  defective  in  failing 
to  state  that  there  were  two  stations  in  the  same  State  by 
the  same  name.^ 

§  849.  All  pertinent  conditions  requisite. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  carrier  to  set  forth  in  connection  with 
the  published  rate  any  exceptions  thereto  or  references  to 

••  See  Stone  O.  Co.  v.  P.  B.  &  W.          *  United    States  v.   Standard    Oil 

R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C.  160.  Co.,  170  Fed.  988. 

^  Black    Horse    Tobacco    Co.  v.          *  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  Indiana  v. 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  17 1.  C.  C.  588.  United  States,  164  Fed.  376. 

*  Alexander  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  24  I.  C.         •  Sunderland    Bros.    v.    Missouri 
C.  306.  R.  &  F.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  425. 

*  Taylor  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  M.  P.          ^  Larson  Lumber  Co.  v.  G.  N.  Ry., 
Ry.,  28  1.  C.  C.  205.  21  I.  C.  C.  474. 
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any  rules,  regulations^  or  conditions  affecting  the  apidica- 
tion  of  the  rate;  and,  if  this  is  not  done,  the  rate  is  abso- 
lute and  unlimited  as  to  all  points  within  its  purported 
application.^  Carriers  should  not  publish  rates  in  one  tariff 
and  rules  and  regulations  affecting  such  rates  in  another 
tariff,  or  even  in  another  passage  of  the  same  tariff.*  Al- 
though a  rule  may  appear  to  be  unlimited  in  its  applica- 
tion when  taken  by  itself,  the  general  character  of  the 
tariff  in  which  it  is  found  must  be  taken  into  considera^ 
tion.^®  If  all  the  parts  constituting  a  completed  article  are 
offered  as  one  shipment,  under  one  bill  of  lading,  the  freight 
charge  should  be  calculated  upon  a  rating  for  the  completed 
article."  A  clause  in  a  tariff  providing  that  weight  as- 
certained upon  a  particular  scale  should  govern  was  held 
unreasonable  by  the  Commission.  ^^  An  initial  carrier's 
tariff  providing  for  a  deduction  in  weight  on  account  of 
moisture,  a  connecting  carrier,  which  participated  in  the 
movement,  having  not  concurred  in  such  tariff,  it  was 
held  that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  the  deduction 
only  on  that  part  of  the  haul  performed  by  the  initial 
carrier.^' 

§  860.  Rules  for  construing  schedules. 

Tariff  rules  must  have  a  reasonable  interpretation.  And 
the  Commission  has  been  very  insistent  that  tariffs  should 
be  definite.^*  Tariffs  are  but 'forms  of  words,  and  the 
Commission  in  the  exercise  of  its  power  to  administer  the 
Act,  can  look  beyond  the  forms  to  what  caused  them  and 
what  they  are  intended  to  cause  and  do  cause."  Tariffs 
are  to  be  construed  according  to  what  they  express  not 

•  Crescent  C.  &  M.  Co.  v.  C.  A  E.  "  In  re  Weighing  of  Freight  by 
I.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  149.  Carrier,  28  I.  C.  C.  7. 

•  See  I.  C.  C.  Conference  Ruling,  "  Hull  v.  So.  Pac.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C. 
No.  281.  302. 

"Hutchinson  Mill  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  "Western  Classification  Case,  25 

&  S.  F.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  180.  I.  C.  C.  442. 

*^  Western  Classification  Case,  25  ^'  In  re  Advances  on  Manganese 

h  C.  C.  442.  Ore,  25  I.  C.  C.  663. 
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according  to  what  is  thought  to  be  their  intent.^*  In 
other  words,  tariflfs  are  to  be  interpreted  according  to  the 
reasonable  construction  of  their  language;  the  intention  of 
the  framers  and  the  practice  of  the  carriers  do  not  con- 
trol. ^^  A  tariff  rate  or  rule  cannot  be  divorced  from  any 
of  its  governing  conditions  or  limitations,  except  by  clear 
and  specific  tariff  provision  therefor.^*  It  was  held,  there- 
fore, that  unless  shipments  were  in  fact  soda  ash  and  des- 
ignated as  it,  they  are  not  entitled  to  soda-ash  rating.^* 
And  for  another  example  of  this,  a  tariff  was  held  ambig- 
uous in  not  defining  what  was  meant  by  '^knocked  down,'' 
''knocked  down  flat''  and  ''completely  knocked  down."  " 
The  term  "live  stock"  used  in  a  tariff  providing  for  the 
free  transportation  of  caretaker  does  not  include  a  care- 
taker of  chickens. ^^  In  another  case  this  Southern  clas- 
sification was  construed;  and  it  was  held  that  farm  wagons 
were  properly  rated  as  sixth-class  freight  and  did  not 
come  within  the  exception  in  favor  of  "agricultural  imple- 
ments," in  which  were  included  farm  wagons  and  other 
articles  taking  a  mixed  carload  rate.^^  Commodity  rates 
should  be  strictly  applied;  and  a  special  rating  on  "pepper" 
does  not  take  "chile  pepper"  out  of  classification.^'  While 
cannel  coal  may  properly  be  given  a  higher  rate  than  bitu- 
minous, in  the  absence  of  a  cannel-coal  rate,  the  bitmnin- 
ous  rate  would  apply  to  cannel  coal.^* 

§  861.  Specific  ratings  overrule  general. 

In  every  instance  where  a  commodity  rate  is  named  in  a 
tariff  upon  a  commodity  and  between  specified  points,  the 

*«  Newton  Gum  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  »  Pacific  Coast  Biscuit  Co.  v.  S. 

Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  341.  P.  A  S.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  646. 

"  Bon  Marche  v.  C.  R.  R.  Co.  of  «  Ream  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  25 1.  C.  C.  107. 

N.  J.,  21  I.  C.  C.  195.  "  Crombie   &  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 

"  Newman  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  C.  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  661. 

R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  97.  "  Milbum  Wagon  Co.  v.  L.  S.  & 

"Ponchatoula  Fanners'  Ass'n  v.  M.  S.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  R.  460. 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  513.  "  North  Fork  Cannel  Coal  Co.  v. 

A.  A.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  241. 
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commodity  rate  is  the  lawful  rate,  and  the  only  rate  that 
can  be  used  with  relation  to  that  traffic  between  those 
points,  even  though  a  class  rate  or  some  combination  may 
be  lower. -^  The  naming  of  a  commodity  rate  on  any  ar- 
ticle or  character  of  traffic  takes  such  articles  or  traffic 
entirely  out  of  the  classification  and  out  of  the  class  rates 
between  the  points  to  which  such  commodity  rate  ap- 
plies.^ Where  both  class  and  commodity  rates  on  any 
article  are  in  effect  from  and  to  the  same  points,  the 
commodity  rate,  being  specific,  takes  the  article  out  of 
the  classification  and  becomes  the  only  lawful  rate.^ 
And,  therefore,  a  rule  providing  that  the  publication  of  a 
commodity  rate  removes  the  application  of  the  classifica- 
tion rate,  was  not  found  unreasonable.^  Sometimes  a 
tariff  provides  for  an  alternate  application  by  which 
either  class  or  commodity  rate  may  be  applied  dependent 
upon  which  is  the  lower.  ^  Where  two  rates  are  in  effect, 
the  shipper  is  justified  m  demanding  the  lower,  and  the 
carrier  may  not  lawfully  collect  more.*^  Although  naming 
of  commodity  rate  takes  article  out  of  class  rates,  this 
rule  does  not  prevent  alternative  use  of  class  and  com- 
modity rates  in  same  tariff.  ^^  Where  conflicting  rules 
which  affect  the  rate,  are  published  effective  on  the  same 
date  in  separate  tariffs  by  the  same  carrier,  the  rule  which 
will  result  in  application  of  lower  rate  is  taken.^^  But  it 
is  generally  so  that  where  a  commodity  rate  is  named,  such 
commodity  rate  is  the  only  rate  that  may  be  used.'' 
The  so-called  alternative  rule  provides  that,  if  class  rates 
make   lower    charge   than    commodity    rates,    class   rates 

'»  Western  Clarification  Case,  25  ™  Boise  Commercial  Club  v.  Adams 

I.  C.  C.  442.  Express  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C.  115. 

»  Porter  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  "  Wheeler  &   Motter    Mercantih* 

15  I.  C.  C.  1.  Co.  V.  C,  B.  A  Q.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C. 

''  Central  California  Traction  Co.  v.  141. 

C,  M.  A  St.  P.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  550.  «  Badenoch  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 

» In  re  ExpresB  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  36. 

380.  "Goerres  Cooperage  Co.   v.   C, 

»  Rates  on  Sash,  Doors,  and  Blinds  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  5. 
into  Texas,  26  I.  C.  C.  116. 
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should  apply.  ^^  The  fact  that  an  article  is  specifically 
described  in  another  part  of  the  classification  renders 
improper  the  application  of  a  rate  limited  to  such  articles 
''not  otherwise  specified.''  '^  If  it  comes  to  a  simple  issue 
where  there  are  two  tarifif  rates  on  the  same  articles,  the 
higher  rate  should  not  be  charged.  ^' 

»*  Western    Fruit    Jobbers'    Ass'n  "Auto  Vehicle  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 

V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.      St.  P.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  286. 
417.  »•  Ohio  Foundry  Co.  v.  P.,  C,  C.  & 

St.  L.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  d5. 
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INTERCHANGE  OF  TRAFFIC 

f  860.  IVoviaioiifi  of  the  Act. 
861.  Duties  as  to  connecting  services. 

Topic  A.  Basis  of  Through  Service 

i  862.  Through  service  may  be  undertaken. 

863.  Presumptions  as  to  through  carriage. 

864.  Effect  of  the  Carmack  Amendment. 

865.  What  constitutes  connecting  service. 

866.  Obligation  of  initial  carrier  to  take  to  connection. 

867.  Obligation  of  second  carrier  to  accept. 

868.  Obligations  as  to  routing. 

869.  Fixing  the  blame  for  misrouting. 

870.  Carriers  not  compelled  to  bill  through. 

871.  Discrimination  forbidden  where  public  duty  involved. 

Topic  B.  Requisites  <is  to  Through  Rales 

f  872.  Joint  rates  must  be  reasonable. 

873.  Limitations  upon  joint  rates. 

874.  Nature  of  a  joint  rate*. 

875.  Joint  rate  lower  than  combination. 

876.  Concurrence  of  carriers  concerned. 

877.  Share  of  separate  carrier  as  evidence. 

878.  Through  rate  although  transit  is  broken. 

879.  Policing  of  transit  privileges. 

880.  IVoportional  rates. 

881.  Export  rates. 

Topic  C.  Facilities  for  Interchange  of  Business 

i  882.  Physical  connections  at  common  law. 

883.  Discrimination  between  connecting  lines. 

884.  Extent  of  these  requirements. 

885.  Demand  for  connecting  service. 

886.  Compulsory  interchange  of  business. 

887.  Through  arrangements  not  obligatory. 

888.  Carrier  might  formerly  select  route. 

889.  Present  scope  of  the  Act. 
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§  890.  Duty  to  deliver  to  connections. 
891.  Policy  of  recent  legislation. 

I'opic  D.  CompuUary  Joint  Through  Bating 

§  892.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

893.  Discretion  in  its  exercise. 

894.  Limitations  upon  the  Commission. 

895.  The  policies  involved  therein. 

896.  Protection  from  short  hauling. 

897.  What  routes  considered  circuitous. 

898.  Power  of  the  Conmiission  to  fix  divisions. 

899.  How  divisions  are  determined. 

900.  Theories  of  basing  divisions. 

901.  Constructive  mileage. 

§  860.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

By  section  15  as  now  revised  compulsory  joint  carriage 
is  provided  for  by  this  machinery:  The  Commission  may, 
after  hearing,  on  a  complaint  or  upon  its  own  initiative 
without  complaint,  establish  through  routes  and  joint 
classifications,  and  may  establish  joint  rates  as  the  max- 
imum to  be  charged  and  may  prescribe  the  division  of  such 
rates  as  hereinbefore  provided  and  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions under  which  such  through  routes  shall  be  operated, 
whenever  the  carriers  themselves  shall  have  refused  or 
neglected  to  establish  voluntarily  such  through  routes  or 
joint  classifications  or  joint  rates;  and  this  provision  shall 
apply  when  one  of  the  connecting  carriers  is  a  water  line. 
The  Commission  shall  not,  however,  establish  any  through 
route,  classification,  or  rate  between  street  electric  pas- 
senger railways  not  engaged  in  the  general  business  of 
transporting  freight  in  addition  to  their  passenger  and 
express  business  and  railroads  of  a  different  character, 
nor  shall  the  Commission  have  the  right  to  establish  any 
route,  classification,  rate,  fare,  or  charge  when  the  trans- 
portation is  wholly  by  water.  If  the  carriers  cannot  come 
to  an  agreement  as  to  the  divisions  of  the  through  rate,  the 
Commission  may  then  fix  the  divisions  itself  in  a  subse- 
quent proceeding.  But  in  establishing  such  through  route, 
the  Commission  shall  not  require  any  company,  without  its 
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oonsenty  to  embrace  in  such  route  substantially  less  than 
the  entire  length  of  its  railroad  and  of  any  intennediate 
railroad  operated  in  conjunction  and  under  a  oonunon 
management  or  control  therewith  which  lies  between  the 
tennini  of  such  proposed  through  route,  unless  to  do  so 
would  make  such  through  route  unreasonably  long  as 
compared  with  another  practicable  through  route  ^diich 
could  otherwise  be  established. 

§  861.  Duties  as  to  comiecting  services. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  at  common  law  of  the  funda- 
mental proposition  that  no  carrier  has  any  standing  in 
law  to  demand,  as  a  matter  of  right,  that  another  carrier 
shall  make  any  joint  arrangements  for  through  service. 
All  that  the  law  of  the  land  requires  of  a  carrier  is  that  it 
shall  perform  for  anyone  the  service  it  is  offering  to  the 
pubUc.  The  law  does  not  compel  a  carrier  to  associate 
itself  in  performing  service  with  another  carrier  but  it 
does  require  a  carrier  to  accept  goods  from  another  car- 
rier for  further  transportation.  In  other  words,  a  carrier 
is  bound  to  do  for  goods  coining  through  by  a  preceding 
carrier  what  it  would  be  bound  to  do  for  goods  if  offered  at 
its  terminus  by  the  shipper  in  person.  The  original  Act 
provided  simply  for  connecting  carriage,  but  it  did  not  go 
much  further  than  the  common  law;  section  3,  which  is 
still  in  force  yet  reads  as  follows:  Every  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall,  according  to 
their  respective  powers,  afford  all  reasonable,  proper,  and 
equal  facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  between  their 
respective  lines,  and  for  the  receiving,  forwarding,  and 
delivering  of  passengers  and  property  to  and  from  their 
several  lines  and  those  connecting  therewith,  and  shall  not 
discriminate  in  their  rates  and  charges  between  such  con- 
necting lines;  but  this  shall  not  be  construed  as  requiring 
any  such  common  carrier  to  give  the  use  of  its  tracks  or 
terminal  facilities  to  another  carrier  engaged  in  like  busi- 
ness. 
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Topic  A.    Basis  of  Through  Service 

§  862.  Through  service  may  be  undertaken. 

The  rule  is  generally  recognized  that  the  obligation  of 
a  carrier  to  transport  goods  is  limited  to  the  route  over 
which  it  professes  service.  But  although  a  carrier,  there- 
fore, cannot  be  called  upon  to  undertake  the  transporta- 
tion of  goods  beyond  its  own  route,  it  may  voluntarily 
assume  through  transportation,  relying  upon  its  connec- 
tions as  agencies  to  fulfill  its  undertaking.^  For  while  a 
railroad  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  and  to  agree  to 
carry  goods  to  points  beyond  its  own  line,  yet  it  may  do 
so.  And  if  the  carrier  expressly  or  impliedly  contracts 
to  carry  from  the  consignor  to  the  consignee  it  will  be 
liable  as  a  con[mion  carrier  for  the  whole  distance.  Another 
example  is  the  acceptance  of  a  telegram  by  the  initial 
company  upon  the  basis  that  it  will  be  responsible  for 
its  delivery  at  its  destination,  although  that  is  a  point 
upon  the  lines  of  another  company.^  These  are  but  two 
instances,  although  by  far  the  most  prondnent  of  the 
possibility  that  although  a  pubUc  service  company  may  not 
be  compelled  to  go  outside  its  profession  it  may  voluntarily 
undertake  to  do  so. 

§  863.  Presumptions  as  to  through  carriage. 

In  England  and  in  some  of  the  United  States,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  when  goods  are  taken  marked  for  a  point 
beyond  the  route  of  the  initial  carrier,  through  service  is 
assumed.  In  the  leading  English  case,  Muschamp  v. 
Lancaster  and  Preston  Junction  Railway  Company**  it 
was  held  that  such  acceptance  of  goods  so  marked  in  it- 
self made  out  a  prima  facie  case  from  which  the  jury  were 
justified  in  finding  the  accepting  carrier  liable  as  such 
even  for  a  loss  occmring  beyond  its  own  line.  By  the 
weight  of  American  authority,  however,  the  natural  pre- 

"Miflsouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  Mo-         "Stevenson    v.    Montreal    Tele- 
Cann,  174  U.  S.  580,  43  L.  ed.  1093,      graph  Co.,  16  Upp.  Can.  2  B.  530. 
19  Sup.  Ct.  755.  «  8  M.  &  W.  421. 
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sumption  prevails  that  each  carrier  is  liable  only  for  car- 
riage over  his  own  route  unless  he  has  committed  himself 
clearly  to  through  transportation.  The  mere  fact  that  the 
original  carrier  has  accepted  goods  marked  for  a  point  o£f 
his  own  route  is  not  sufficient  to  overcome  this  presump- 
tion. In  one  of  the  leading  American  cases,  Nutting  v. 
Connecticut  River  Railroad  Co.,^'  it  was  said  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  contract  the  obligation  is  nothing 
more  than  to  transport  the  goods  safely  to  the  end  of 
their  road,  and  there  deliver  them  to  the  proper  carrier, 
to  be  forwarded  towards  their  ultimate  destination. 

§  864.  Effect  of  the  Carmack  Amendment 

For  interstate  commerce  the  question  has  now  become 
settled  beyond  further  questioning  by  the  so-called  Car- 
mack  Amendment.  This  provides  positively  that  any 
common  carrier,  receiving  property  for  transportation  from 
a  point  in  one  State  to  a  point  in  another  State  shall 
issue  a  bill  of  lading  therefor  and  shall  be  liable  to  the 
lawful  holder  thereof  for  any  damage  to  such  property 
caused  by  it  or  by  any  carrier  over  whose  lines  such  prop- 
erty may  pass.  Furthermore,  it  is  enacted  that  no  con- 
tract shall  exempt  such  carrier  from  the  liabihty  hereby 
imposed,  thus  making  it  simply  a  matter  of  academic 
interest  as  to  whether  a  carrier  may  or  may  not  at  common 
law  stipulate  against  liability  where  it  is  not  to  blame.®^ 
However,  the  subrogation  of  the  initial  carrier,  if  it  pays 
the  loss,  to  recover  from  the  carrier  on  whose  line  the  loss 
happened,  for  the  amount  it  has  to  pay  to  the  owners,  if 
duly  established,  is  secured  by  the  Amendment.  And  it 
also  provides  that  no  right  of  the  owners  to  pursue  such 
other  remedies  they  may  have  shall  be  done  away  with. 
The  courts  have  held,  however,  that  any  State  doctrines 
in  relation  to  the  extent  of  liability  in  connecting  carriage 
and  the  limitation  of  responsibility  therein  are  thereby 

»'  1  Gray,  502.  226  U.  S.  491,  33  Sup.  Ct.  148,  and 

•'^  Adams  Exp.  Ck).  v.  Crovinger,      cases  cited. 
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automatically    made    altogether    inapplicable    to    losses 
occurring  in  interstate  transportation.*' 

§  866.  What  constitutes  connecting  service. 

It  would  not  seem  that  it  would  be  a  difficult  question 
to  determine  whether  a  particular  case  really  involves 
connecting  service  with  its  accompanying  obUgations;  and 
yet  certain  decisions  will  show  that  this  problem  may  be 
very  difficult.  Thus  a  transfer  company  employed  by 
one  carrier  to  transfer  the  goods  to  the  next  carrier,®^  or 
a  cartage  company  employed  by  the  last  carrier  to  deliver 
the  goods  to  the  consignee,**  or  a  stockyard  to  which  a 
railroad  delivers  cattle,**  or  a  telephone  used  to  deliver  a 
telegram,*^  or  a  hackman  employed  by  a  passenger  at  a 
railroad  station,**  or  a  teamster  employed  by  the  con- 
signee to  remove  goods  from  the  carrier's  station,**  are 
none  of  them  connecting  services.  These  are  not  all  of 
the  same  class  although  they  come  to  the  same  result. 
In  the  transfer,  cartage,  stockyards,  and  telegraph  cases, 
there  is  no  connecting  service  because  the  patron  is  deal- 
ing with  but  one  service,  which  uses  the  others  as  a  sub- 
ordinate instrumentaUty  to  perform  its  service.  In  the 
hackman  and  teamster  cases  the  patron  employs  the  ad- 
ditional service  upon  a  separate  basis  altogether. 

§  866.  Obligation  of  initial  carrier  to  take  to  connection. 

In  connecting  carriage  each  party  involved  is  not  really 
asked  to  do  more  than  his  full  duty  within  the  limits  of 
his  own  profession,  except  that  the  special  circumstances 
may  seem  to  call  for  unusual  action  to  some  extent.    Of 

"See    Boston    &    M.    R.    R.    v.  ville  &  N.  Ry.,  192  U.  S.  568,  24  Sup. 

Hooker,  233  U.  S.  97,  34  Sup.  Ct.  626,  Ct.  339,  48  L.  ed.  565. 

and  cases  cited.  ^  People  v.  Western  Union  Telo- 

"  Hooper  v.   Chicago  &   N.   W.  graph  Co.,  166  111.  15,  46  N.  E.  731, 

R.    R.,   27    Wis.   81,    9    Am.    Rep.  36  L.  R.  A.  637. 

439.  "Brown  v.  New  York  C.  &  H. 

•»St.  Louis  Drayage  Co.  v.  Louis-  R.  R.,  151  N.  Y.  674,  46  N.  E.  1145. 

ville  &  N.  R.  R.,  65  Fed.  39.  «  Pannelee  v.  Lowitz,  74  111.  110, 

**  Central  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Louis-  24  Am.  Rep.  276. 
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the  duty  of  the  initial  carrier  to  undertake  service  to 
the  point  of  connection  on  its  line  with  the  succeeding 
carrier  there  can  be  no  doubt.  ^  This  elementary  point 
has  been  most  litigated  in  recent  times  in  regard  to  tele- 
graph companies,  the  initial  company  sometimes  disliking  to 
accept  a  message  to  a  connecting  point,  there  to  be  de- 
livered to  another  company,  very  often  a  competitor;  but 
it  is  well  established  that  each  must  receive  and  forward 
with  diligence  to  the  connecting  line,  and  each  will  be 
held  liable  for  its  failure  or  refusal  to  perform  that  duty,^ 
In  case  of  carriage  there  are  usually  marks  on  the  package 
designating  its  course;  moreover,  its  bills  accompany  it;  in 
case  of  the  telegraphing,  however,  it  is  a  reasonable  re- 
quirement by  the  first  company  that  words  designating 
the  connection  desired  shall  be  sent  with  the  message.' 
This  duty  resting  upon  the  initial  party  to  act  is  positive; 
it  is  no  excuse  that  the  initial  carrier  believes  that  the 
succeeding  carrier  will  refuse  to  accept  the  goods.  ^ 

§  867.  Obligation  of  second  carrier  to  accept 

Of  the  duty  in  each  succeeding  service  to  receive  what 
is  properly  tendered  to  it  by  its  predecessor  in  service 
there  can  also  be  no  doubt.  It  is  established  law,  made 
necessary  from  the  character  of  the  business,  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  common  carriers  to  accept  freight  tendered  by 
another  common  carrier,  and  that  a  consignor  of  goods  to 
be  carried  over  successive  routes  makes  the  first  and  each 
successive  carrier  his  forwarding  agent.  Each  carrier  who 
takes  charge  of  the  goods  becomes  an  agent  of  the  con- 
signor to  tender  the  goods.  ^    And  a  telegraph  company 

» Seasongood  v.  Tennessee  &  O.  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  150  N.  C.  608,  64 

R.  Transp.  Co.,  21  Ky.  Law  Rep.  S.  E.  588. 

1142,  54  S.  W.  193.  *  Telephone   Co.    v.    Brown,    104 

» See    Western    Union    Telegraph  Tenn.  56,  55  S.  W.  155,  50  L.  R.  A. 

Co.  V.  Simmons  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  277,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  906. 

93  S.  W.  686.  « See    particularly    the    case    of 

*  United  States  v.  Northern  Pac.  Andrus  v.  Columbia  &  O.  Steamboat 

Ry.  Co.,  120  Fed.  Rep.  546;  Warn-  Co.,  47  Wash.  333,  92  Pac   128^ 

pum  Cotton   Mills  v.  Carolina  &  130. 
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chosen  as  the  connection  is  in  default  when  it  refuses  to 
accept  a  message  tendered  by  the  initial  company.*  It 
follows  that  the  connecting  company  can  make  no  un- 
reasonable requirement  which  would  seriously  interfere 
with  the  course  of  through  service.  A  connecting  railroad 
cannot  require  as  to  freight  tendered  by  a  connection  that 
the  shippers  must  themselves  appear  at  the  point  of  con- 
nection, and  rebill  their  goods.^  Nor  can  a  telegraph  com- 
pany make  the  vexatious  requirement  that  it  will  not 
recognize  the  tendering  company  as  the  agent  of  the 
sender  unless  he  files  a  written  power  of  attorney.* 

§  868.  Obligations  as  to  routing. 

The  Act  now  provides  that  not  only  may  shippers  route 
their  own  goods  when  connecting  carriage  is  in  question, 
but  where  there  is  a  choice  of  through  routes  the  shipper 
may  not  be  prevented  from  taking  which  he  chooses;  and 
jurisdiction  exists  in  the  Con[miission  to  award  damages 
resulting  from  misrouting.^  It  has  often  been  held  that 
reparation  may  be  awarded  for  failing  to  route  via  the 
lower  combination.^^  Section  15  of  the  Act  now  estab- 
lishes duty  of  carrier  to  forward  according  to  instructions 
in  bill  of  lading.'^  The  shippers'  right  to  choose,  thus 
given,  cannot  be  overbalanced  by  so-called  ''natural 
routes.''  ^^  A  shipper  may  insist  on  a  railroad  short 
hauling  itself.  ^^  But  if  goods  are  left  to  a  carrier  it  is 
under  no  duty  to  turn  over  to  competitors  with  a  lower 
rate.^^  Where  instructions  call  for  delivery  by  a  certain 
road,  the  shipment,  it  seems,  should  be  delivered  to  such 


*  Conyers  v.  Postal  Telegraph 
Cable  Co.,  92  Ga.  619,  19  S.  E.  253, 
44  Am.  St.  Rep.  100. 

^  Dunham  v.  Boston  &  Maine  R. 
R.  Co.,  70  Me.  164,  35  Am.  Rep.  314. 

»  Atlantic  &  Pac.  Tel.  Co.  v.  West- 
em  Union  Telegraph  Co.,  4  Daly 
(N.  Y.),  527. 

•  Noble  V.  J.  L.  C.  &  E.  R.  R.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  520. 


»«C.  H.  Algert  Co.  v.  D.  &  R.  G. 
R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  93. 

"  Weyl-Zuckerman  &  Co.  v.  C. 
M.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  493. 

"Refuge  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  St. 
L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  117. 

»» Ch.  of  C.  of  Milwaukee  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  460. 

"  Paragould  Lumber  Co.  v.  M. 
P.,  Unrep.  485. 
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road  at  a  junction  over  which  the  lowest  rate  is  appli- 
cable." And  where  there  are  no  instructions  the  carrier 
must  choose  the  cheapest  connections.^*  Where  the  rate 
is  the  same  the  carrier  may  route  as  it  pleases,  in  absence 
of  instructions.^^  The  mistake  of  the  shipper  as  to  what 
rate  is  applicable  to  his  shipment,  is  no  basis  for  repara- 
tion.'® Instructions  "all  rail"  govern,  even  if  "rail  and 
water''  are  cheaper.'*  Where  a  rate  does  not  apply  via  the 
route  named,  the  carrier  should  ascertain  from  the  shipper 
whether  the  rate  or  the  route  is  to  be  followed.**  The 
fact  that  shipper  gave  routing  instructions  over  route 
taking  higher  rate,  does  not  relieve  carrier  of  liabihty,  if 
that  rate  is  unreasonable.^'  Where  instructions  were  to 
use  the  most  direct  route  with  a  through  rate,  and  no  rate 
was  applicable  from  origin  to  destination,  a  shipment  was 
forwarded  via  a  circuitous  route;  but  reparation  was 
awarded  on  the  basis  of  a  subsequently  established  rate 
via  more  direct  route.** 

§  869.  Fixing  the  blame  for  misrouting. 

Both  initial  and  connecting  lines  may  be  liable  in  dam- 
ages for  misrouting;  the  carrier  at  fault  is  liable  for  for- 
warding cars  by  more  expensive  route  contrary  to  or  in 
absence  of  instructions.*^  A  carrier  is  liable  in  damages 
where  a  shipper  is  injured  as  a  result  of  a  carrier's  failure 
to  route  by  the  cheapest  available  route  in  the  absence  of 
routing  instructions.*^  Where  a  consignor  specified  a 
route  in  bill  of  lading,  and  also  designated  a  rate  therein 
not  applicable  to  the  route  named,  it  was  held  that  the 

»-  Ryland  &  Brooks  Lumber  Co.  »  Gibson  Fruit  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 

V.  G.  &  O.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  520.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  644. 

"Marshall  &  M.  G.  Co.  v.  St.  "  Shoupc  &  Co.  v.  T.  ife  B.  V.  Ry., 

Ivouis  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  385.  26  I.  C.  C.  570. 

"  Shipper  P.  Ass'n  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  «  Samuels  &  Co.  v.  St.  L.  S.  W. 

R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  476.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  151. 

"  Running  v.  C,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  **  Beekman    Lumber    Co.    v.    L. 

Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  665.  Ry.  &  N.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  343. 

»» HoUingshead  A  B.  v.  P.  &  L.  E.,  "  Poor  Grain  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q. 

IS  I.  C.  C.  193.  Ry.  Co.,  12  I.  C.  C.  418. 
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initial  carrier^  having  failed  to  obtain  further  and  definite 
instructions  before  forwarding,  is  liable  for  damages  re- 
sulting from  misrouting.^^  The  initial  carrier  will  be  held 
liable  for  misrouting  upon  a  shipment  forwarded  via  a  route 
taking  a  combination  rate  higher  than  that  applicable 
through  another  recognized  gateway.*  Delivering  lines 
owe  to  shippers  imder  joint  rates  the  obligation  to  do  what 
they  reasonably  can  to  avoid  delays  in  the  dehvery  of 
their  traffic.^  But  no  obligation  rests  upon  carrier  to 
himt  up  lumatiual  connections  or  practically  unknown 
gateways  in  order  to  determine  lowest  possible  combina- 
tion.® It  is  not  unreasonable  to  require  of  the  carrier  to 
ascertain  before  receiving  export  cotton  for  transporta- 
tion to  Galveston  whether  it  can  be  cared  for  at  Galveston 
upon  its  receipt.^  A  carrier  which  without  authority 
diverted  trafl&c  from  the  route  specified  in  the  bill  of  lading 
is  liable  for  increased  charges  resulting  from  such  unau- 
thorized diversion.**  A  carrier  is  liable  in  damages  who 
fails  to  route  shipments  via  cheapest  available  route,  and 
thereby  deprives  complainant  of  reconsigning  privileges.'^ 
Where  a  consignor  specified  a  route  in  bill  of  lading^  and 
also  designated  a  rate  therein  not  applicable  to  the  route 
named,  it  was  held  that  the  initial  carrier,  having  failed  to 
obtain  further  and  definite  instructions  before  forwarding, 
is  liable  for  damages  resulting  from  misrouting.'^ 


§  870.  Carriers  not  compelled  to  bill  through. 

Under  the  original  Act  no  power  was  given  to  the  Com- 
mission to  compel  through  billing,  routing  or  rating  by 
connecting  lines.  This  can  be  done  only  by  contract  or 
arrangement  between  the  carriers,  and  the  Act  did  not 

**  Whaley-Warren  Lumber  Co.  v.  »  Galveston  Commercial  Aas'ii  v. 

C.  C.  A  O.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  630.  A.,  T.  &  F.  Ry.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  216. 

»  Goodman  M'fg  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.  .  »  Weyl  Zuckerman  &  Co.  v.  C. 

Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  423.  M.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  493. 

^  Detroit   Reconsigning  Case,  26  *^  Newman  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  C. 

I.  C.  C.  392.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  97. 

» Hettler   Lumber   Co.    v.   G.   &  "  Ludowici-Celadon    Co.    v.    M. 

S.  L  R.  R.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  14.  P.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  588. 
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compel  connecting  carriers  to  make  mutual  contracts.^' 
With  nothing  more  than  section  3  in  the  Act  in  the  earlier 
days,  there  were  sweeping  decisions  in  the  courts,  holding 
that  an  interstate  carrier  did  not  violate  that  section  by 
exacting  the  prepayment  of  freight  on  all  property  re- 
ceived from  it  at  a  given  station  from  one  connection, 
although  it  did  not  require  its  charges  to  be  paid  in  ad- 
vance on  freight  received  from  a  competing  carrier  at 
such  station.  The  courts  went  so  far  as  to  say  that  an 
interstate  carrier  which  enters  into  an  arrangement  with  a 
connecting  carrier  for  through  billing,  rating,  and  loading, 
and  for  the  use  of  its  tracks  and  terminals,  is  not  obliged 
to  make  the  same  arrangement  with  other  connecting 
carriers,  though  the  physical  facilities  for  an  interchange 
of  traflfic  are  the  same.'^  It  should  be  noted  that  these 
decisions  are  still  good  law  when  the  issue  is  whether  the 
carrier  by  refusing  to  act  in  conjunction  with  another 
carrier  has  discriminated  in  such  a  way  as  to  violate  these 
provisions  of  the  Act. 


§  871.  Discrimination  forbidden  where  public  duQr  involved. 
Where  there  are  two  rival  lines  of  steamboats  on  a  river 


'^  Central  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Louis- 
viUe  &  N.  R.  R.,  192  U.  S.  568, 
48  L.  cd.  565,  24  Sup.  Ct.  339;  Ken- 
tucky &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  R.,  2  L.  R.  A.  289,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  351,  37  Fed.  567,  629; 
Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  763,  41  Fed.  559;  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  Ry.  V.  Osborne,  3  C.  C.  A. 
347,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  257,  52  Fed. 
915;  Oregon  Short  Line  &  U.  N.  Ry. 
V.  Northern  P.  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  718,  9  C.  C.  A.  409,  15  U.  S. 
App.  479,  61  Fed.  158,  affirming  4 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  249,  51  Fed.  465; 
Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis 
S.  W.  R.  Co.,  26  L.  R.  A.  192,  4  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  854,   11  C.  C.  A.  417, 
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27  U.  S.  App.  280,  63  Fed.  776;  St. 
Louis  Drayage  Co.  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  Co.,  5  Int.  Com.  Rep.  137, 
65  Fed.  39;  Allen  v.  Oregon  R.  A 
Nav.  Co.,  98  Fed.  16. 

**  Mattingly  v.  Pennsylvania  Co., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  806,  3  I.  C.  C.  592; 
Re  Clark,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  797,  3 
I.  C.  C.  649;  Re  Joint  Water  &  Rail 
Lines,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  486,  2  I.  C. 
C.  645;  Capehart  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  278,  4  I.  C. 
C.  265;  Commercial  Club  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  647; 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  v. 
Piatt,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  323;  Savannah 
Bureau  of  Freight  &  Transp.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
377. 
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plying  between  the  same  points,  and  carrying  frei^t  for 
hire,  both  bearing  the  same  relation  to  a  railroad  company 
and  both  seeking  its  services  to  forward  their  freight  to 
the  same  points  of  destination,  and  the  company  sjrstem- 
atically  discriminates  against  one  by  charging  on  goods 
coming  to  or  from  it  fifty  cents  a  hundred  more  for  freight 
than  in  the  case  of  the  other,  a  suit  for  such  discrimination 
can  be  brought.'*  And  where  a  tariff  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany fixes  a  rate  on  shipments  originating  on  its  own  line, 
or  on  certain  enumerated  connecting  lines,  it  assumes  the 
obligation  to  carry  at  that  rate  for  shippers  whose  ship- 
ments originate  on  other  lines  as  well;  and,  if  such  shipper 
is  required  to  pay  for  such  services  at  a  higher  rate  than 
that  named  in  the  tariff,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  overcharge.^  And  in  general  it  may  be 
said  that  no  policies  can  be  adopted  inconsistent  with 
public  duty  whereby  prejudice  is  done  to  connecting  busi- 
ness. An  arrangement  by  which  a  stage  line  refused  to  take 
through  on  the  same  day  passengers  commg  by  a  rival 
line  was  held  illegal  long  ago  in  a  leading  case.'^  And 
more  recently  a  contract  by  a  steamboat  owner  not  to 
receive  goods  consigned  to  points  beyond  its  line  was  held 
illegal." 

Topic  B.    Requisites  as  to  Through  Rates 

§  872.  Joint  rates  must  be  reasonable. 

The  shipper  or  consignee  has  no  direct  interest  in  the 
way  a  joint  rate  ip  divided  between  the  carriers,  nor  in 
the  amount  of  the  division  received  by  each  carrier.  The 
entire  through  rate  is  what  interests  the  public,  and  in  so 
far  as  a  carrier  gives  up  a  part  of  its  fair  division  for  the 
sake  of  obtaining  business  the  public  is  not  concerned.^  It 
it  clear,  of  course,  that  the  entire  rate  must  not  be  so  low 

**  SamuelB  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  31  Fed.  ^  Seasongood    v.     Tenn.    &    O. 

67.  Tranap.  Co.,  24  Ry.  L.  Rep.  1142, 

»  Miaaouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  New  64  S.  W.  193. 

Era  Milling  Co.,  100  Pac.  273.  "  Re  Proposed  Advances  in  Fraght 

''  Bennet  v.  Dutton,  10  N.  H.  481.  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382,  433. 
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as  to  be  unremunerative,  and  thus  burden  the  local  traffic.^ 
As  the  rates  for  long  distances  cannot  be  exactly  compared 
with  those  for  short  distances,  the  proportion  received  by 
one  carrier  out  of  a  long  distance  through  rate  is  not 
necessarily  the  measure  of  its  share  of  a  joint  rate  over  a 
materially  shorter  distance;  though  it  may  be  considered 
in  determining  the  rightful  relation  of  the  two  rates.  ^^ 
When  a  joint  rate  is  unreasonable  the  liability  of  defendants 
is  joint  and  several,  and  Commission  may  award  repara- 
tion against  one,  though  other  roads  which  performed  part 
of  service  are  not  parties/^  When  a  through  route  has 
been  established  by  agreement  of  the  camera,  every  shipper 
must  be  allowed  the  benefit  of  it.^'  The  obligation  to 
establish  through  routes  and  joint  rates  is  imposed,  by 
section  1  as  it  now  reads.  ^* 


§  873.  Limitations  upon  joint  rates. 

It  is  entirely  proper  that  two  carriers  should  combine 
to  form  a  single  route  and  name  a  single  rate  for  that  haul. 
This  will  usually  result  in  a  lower  rate  than  the  sum  of  the 
two  individual  rates  by  reason  of  the  relative  economy 
of  the  long  haul.  For  plainly  a  railroad  may  charge  more 
for  transporting  its  local  passenger  between  two  termini 
than  it  receives  for  transporting  a  through  passenger  over 
the  same  distance  in  the  division  of  the  through  rate  with 
other  railroads.  ^^  When  such  a  through  rate  has  been 
established  by  the  agreement  of  the  carriers,  every  shipper 
is  entitled  to  it;  if  some  shippers  are  given  an  advantage 


^  Lippman  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  414,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
5S4. 

"  Colorado  F.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Southern 
Pac.  Co.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  488. 

«  Webster  Grocer  Co.  v.  C.  &  N. 
W.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  20. 

«  Rea  V.  Mobile  &  O.  Ry.,  7  I.  C. 
C.  Rep.  43. 

♦*  Florida  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  C.  of 
G.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  336. 
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**  Union  Pacific  Ry.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  117  U.  S.  355,  6  Sup.  Ct.  772, 
29  L.  ed.  920;  Texas  &  P.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Interstate  Com.  Comm.,  162 
U.  S.  197,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666,  40  L.  ed. 
940;  Parsons  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ry.  Co.,  167  U.  S.  447,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
887,  42  L.  ed.  231;  Toxer  v.  United 
States,  52  Fed.  917. 
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over  others  in  such  shipment  it  will  be  a  case  of  illegal 
discrimination.**  It  should  be  noted  throughout  this 
discussion  that  under  section  1  the  carriers  must  make 
reasonable  rates  applicable  to  through  routes.  ^^  And  the 
Commission  is  expressly  empowered  to  determine  the  reason- 
ableness of  any  part  of  the  aggregate  of  charges  for  inter- 
state transportation  and  to  establish  joint  rates.**  The 
carriers  establishing  it  must  be  prepared  to  furnish  suit- 
able instrumentalities  of  shipment  and  carriage;  if  any 
mistake  is  made  by  the  first  carrier  in  forwarding  over 
the  route  that  carrier  is  responsible.^ 

§  874.  Nature  of  a  joint  rate. 

A  joint  rate  is  a  unit  even  though  divided  between 
several  carriers  arranging  themselves  into  through  route.  ^ 
Where  a  joint  through  route  has  been  formed,  the  rate 
charged  is  a  through  rate,  and  a  shipment  will  move  upon 
the  rate  existing  at  the  time  it  is  billed  by  the  initial 
carrier;  the  adoption  of  a  joint  through  rate  will  not  affect 
a  shipment  moving  upon  a  combination  through  rate.^^ 
It  follows  that  where  between  the  same  points  via  the 
same  route,  there  are  two  rates — one  a  joint  rate  and  the 
other  a  combination  rate — the  joint  rate  is  the  legal  one.^^ 
The  CoDMnission  has  never  held  that  a  through  rate  which 
is  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  intermediate  local  rates  Is  in 
itself  sufficient  to  call  for  a  reduction. ^^  But  very  often  a 
joint  through  rate  will  be  held  unreasonable  to  the  extent 
that  it  exceeds  the  combination  of  local  rates.  ^*  The  test 
of  reasonableness  is  applied,  not  to  the  separate  factors, 


« Blair  v.  Sioux  City  &  P.  Ry. 
Co.,  109  la.  369,  80  N.  W.  673;  Bras 
V.  McConneU,  ll4  la.  401,  87  N.  W. 
290. 

^  Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R. 
R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

^Sunderland  Bros.  Co.  v.  St.  L. 
A  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.,  23  I.  C.  C.  259. 

•Pond-Decker  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Spencer,  86  Fed.  846. 


»Re  Through  Rates  &  Through 
Rates,  12  I.  C.  C.  163. 

»*  Re  Through  Rates  <&  Through 
Rates,  12  I.  C.  C.  163. 

"Arabol  M'fg  Co.  v.  S.  B.  Ry., 
25  I.  C.  C.  429. 

^*Appalachia  Lumber  Co.  v.  L. 
&  N.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  193. 

"  Kessler  &  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R., 
25  I.  C.  C.  397. 
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but  to  the  rate  as  a  whole. ^''  Where  an  unreasonable  joint 
through  rate  has  been  collected,  and  the  only  question 
involved  is  damages  upon  past  shipments,  the  liability 
of  the  parties  to  such  rate  is  joint  and  several.^  And 
indeed  a  through  rate  for  transportation  over  a  line  com- 
posed of  two  or  more  separate  roads  greater  than  would 
be  reasonable  and  sufllicient  if  the  same  transportation 
were  over  a  single  road  is  not  in  all  cases  unjust.^^  For 
the  Commission  has  often  recognized  that  rates  over  a 
two-line  haul  may  properly  exceed  what  would  be  reason- 
able rates  for  same  distance  and  under  same  conditions 
over  a  one-line  haul.^  As  between  two  joint  tariff s, 
naming  different  rates  between  the  same  points,  the  one 
properly  concurred  in  is  the  l^al  rate,  though  it  names 
higher  charges  than  the  other.  ^  As  a  matter  of  rate  struc- 
ture a  through  rate  is  often  made  by  adding  rate  to  basing 
point,  with  an  '^abitrary."  •^ 

§  876.  Joint  rate  lower  than  combination. 

It  is  permissible  for  two  carriers  to  combme  upon  a 
joint  through  rate  over  both  lines,  which  shall  be  less  than 
the  sum  of  their  separate  rates.* ^  In  other  words,  it  is 
entirely  proper  that  two  carriers  should  combine  to  form 
a  single  route,  join  in  one  haul,  and  name  a  single  rate  for 
the  haul.  It  is  not  only  permissible,  but  extremely  de- 
sirable, that  this  should  be  done;  and  the  lower  through 
rate  thereby  secured  is  quite  justifiable.  The  through 
rate  is  almost  universally  less  in  proportion  to  distance 
than  the  local  rate;  the  carriers  can  afford  to  make  it 
lower;  if  they  were  compelled  to  measure  the  one  by  the 
other,   there  would   be  no  inducement  to  form  through 

»  People's    Fuel    Supply    Co.    v.  »  Kennedy  &  Co.  v.  St.  L.  S.  W. 

Grand  Trunk  W.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  24.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  277. 

■•  Webster  Grocer  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  ^  Aransas  Pass  Channel  &  Dock 

W.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  20.  Co.  v.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C. 

»Loup    Creek    Colliery    Co.    v.  403. 

Virginian  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  471.  •»  St.  Louis  Hay  &  Grain  Co.  v. 

'^Maricopu    County    Commercial  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  11  C.  C.  Rep. 

Club  V.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  429.  486. 
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lines,  and  shippers  would  be  annoyed  by  having  to  deal 
with  a  succession  of  local  roads  instead  of  with  one  road 
acting  for  all.  But  if  the  through  rate  is  less  in  proportion 
than  the  local,  some  of  the  carriers,  if  not  all  of  them, 
must  accept  for  their  division  of  the  through  rate  a  suin 
less  than  the  local  rate.  This  is  very  manifest.  It  is  well 
known,  also,  that  many  influences,  such  as  competition 
on  the  through  haul,  affect  the  making  of  a  through  rate 
that  may  not  bear  at  all,  or  if  at  all  in  less  degree,  upon 
the  local  rates.*^ 

§  876.  Concurrence  of  carriers  concerned. 

In  order  to  be  considered  as  properly  in  force,  through 
routes  and  joint  rates  must  be  voluntarily  established.*^ 
It  would  be  improper  for  one  road  to  establish  a  joint 
rate  from  a  point  on  another  road  without  the  concurrence 
of  the  latter.**  A  joint  rate  over  several  lines  not  con- 
curred in  by  such  connecting  lines  is  in  direct  contraven- 
tion of  the  rules  of  the  Commission  made  under  section  6.*^ 
Where  no  joiat  through  rate  is  thus  in  effect,  the  combina- 
tion of  separately  established  rates  via  route  of  move- 
ment constitutes  the  through  rate.**  An  initial  line  pub- 
lishing what  purports  to  be  a  joint  tariff,  but  which  is  not 
a  legal  tariff  because  not  concurred  in  by  its  connections, 
is  liable  in  damages  for  whatever  amount  shippers  suffer.*' 
For  an  initial  line,  publishing  joint  rates  lower  than  combi- 
nation without  securing  concurrence  of  connections,  must 
protect  such  rate  to  a  shipper  who  made  a  contract  based 
on  the  lower  rate.*^  While  the  fact  that  a  through  route 
extends  over  two  railroads  may  lead  to  a  lower  rate  than 

•>  lippman  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  R.,  •*  Fish  &  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C.  &  St.  L. 

2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  414,  2  I.  C.  C.  384.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  R.  462. 

••Craig  Lumber  Co.  v.  V.  Ry.,  •'Edison  Portland  Cement  Co.  v. 

19  I.  C.  C.  R.  114.  D-,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R. 

•<Coal  Rates  on  the  Stony  Fork  382. 

Branch,  26  I.  C.  C.  168.  ••  De  Camp   Bros.   &   Yule  Iron 

••  De  Camp  Bros.  &  Yule  Iron,  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  V.  &  S.  W.  Ry., 

Coal  A  Coke  Co.  v.  V.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  R.  274. 
22  I.  C.  C.  274. 
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if  it  were  over  a  single  line,  it  may  justifiably  have  the 
opposite  effect;  the  rate  may  be  justifiably  lower  between 
two  termini  when  the  route  is  over  a  single  road  than  when 
it  is  over  two  roads.^*  Though  not  increased  because  of 
the  joint  carriage,  the  rate  may  well  be  maintained  at  the 
sum  of  the  local  charges  of  the  carriers;  and  no  objection 
can  be  raised  to  such  a  rate.  No  one  has  a  right  to  de- 
mand that  the  through  rate  be  a  reduced  rate/® 

§  877.  Share  of  separate  carrier  as  evidence. 

Although  in  the  case  of  a  joint  rate  it  is  the  entire  rate, 
and  not  the  proportionate  part  which  each  carrier  receives 
on  the  division,  which  directly  interests  the  shipper,  yet 
that  division  is  not  without  significance  in  determming 
what  are  reasonable  rates  for  the  whole  distance  on  the 
lines  in  question;  and  he  is  entitled  to  inquire  into  such 
division  when  he  complains  that  the  joint  rate  is  unlawful, 
for  the  amount  so  received  by  the  different  carriers  may 
throw  light  upon  the  reasonableness  or  justice  of  the 
aggregate  charge/^  But  plainly  a  railroad  may  charge 
more  for  transporting  a  local  passenger  between  the  two 
termmi  than  it  receives  from  transporting  a  through 
passenger  over  the  same  distance,  in  the  division  of  the 
through  rate  with  other  railroads/^  While  a  division  of  a 
through  rate  long  accepted  by  a  carrier  may  often  be 
pertinent  evidence,  it  is  not  a  sound  final  test  of  the  rea- 
sonableness of  the  through  rate  itself.  Nor  is  the  rate  per 
ton-mile  the  generally  accepted  basis  in  this  country  for 
making  up  interstate  rates.^'    A  carrier  may  deem  it  good 


''Corporation  of  Birmingham  v. 
Manchester  S.  &  L.  Ry.,  10  Ry.  & 
Can.  Tr.  Cas.  62. 

™  King  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H. 
R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  272,  4  I.  C. 
C.  251. 

''  Parkhurst  v.  Pcnnsylvahia  R. 
Co.,  2  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  131,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  78;  Railroad  Commission  v. 
Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.,  5  I.  C.  C. 
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Rep.  13, 3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  688;  Tram- 
mel! V.  Clyde  S.  S.  Co.,  5  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  324,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  120; 
Warren-Ehret  Co.  v.  Central  R.  R., 
8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  698. 

"Union  Pacific  Ry.  v.  United 
States,  117  U.  S.  355,  29  L.  ed.  920, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  772. 

"  Bulte  Milling  Co.  v.  C.  A.  R.  R., 
15  I.  C.  C.  351. 
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business  policy  to  secure  a  part  of  a  through  haul  on  a 
large  volume  of  traffic,  and  to  accept  a  division  which  is 
much  lower  than  local  rates,  and  if  no  violations  of  law 
are  created,  no  valid  objection  can  be  made  against  such 
division.^* 

§  878.  Through  rate  given  although  transit  is  broken. 

A  very  important  feature  in  modem  railroading  is  the 
permission  given  to  the  owners  of  goods  in  transit  to  have 
the  advantages  of  the  through  rate  upon  paying  a  very 
small  additional  premium,  although  the  transit  is  inter- 
rupted for  a  time  to  do  something  to  the  conunodities  in 
question  at  some  intermediate  point,  to  prepare  them  for 
market,  or  even  to  entirely  change  their  form  by  manu- 
facture of  some  sort.^^  Thus  the  railroads  not  uncommonly 
grant  the  privilege  of  cleaning  in  transit,  of  bagging  in 
transit,  of  compressing  in  transit,  and  of  milling  in  transit.^* 
Shippers  are  not  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  mill 
grain  in  transit  and  forward  the  milled  product  under  the 
through  rate  in  force  on  the  grain  from  the  point  of  origin 
to  the  place  of  ultimate  destination.'^  But  the  allowance 
of  the  privilege  by  a  carrier  to  shippers  in  one  section  must 
be  without  wrongful  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  shippers  in 
another  section  served  by  its  line.'® 


§  879.  Policing  of  transit  privileges. 

The  most  thorough  discussion  of  this  problem  of  privi- 
leges in  transit  is  in  an  early  opinion  of  the  Commission,'* 


'*  New  Albany  Furniture  Co.  v. 
M.  J.  &  K.  C.  R.  R.,  13  I.  C.  C.  594. 

'*  Koch  V.  Pennsylvania  Ry.,  10 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  675. 

"  For  the  service  of  the  carrier  in 
handling  reconsignments  where  tran- 
sit is  broken,  the  total  cost  may  be 
higher  than  the  through  rate  where 
the  transportation  is  not  interrupted. 
St.  Louis  H.  &  G.  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 
11  I.  C.  C.  486. 


"Diamond  Mills  v.  B.  &  M.  R. 
R.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  311. 

"  A  fair  price  may  be  charged  by 
the  carrier  for  transit  privileges, 
sufficient  not  merely  to  recoup  its 
bare  cost  but  a  fair  profit  as  well. 
Spregle  v.  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  G.  C. 
71. 

'•Re  Alleged  Unlawful  Rates  for 
Cotton,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  121. 
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in  regard  to  the  practice  of  ''floating  cotton/'  the  essential 
transportation  feature  of  which  was  carrying  the  cotton  to 
a  compress,  receiving  it  again  in  the  compressed  state,  and 
transporting  it  to  destination  at  the  through  rate  in  force 
from  the  point  of  origin.*'  It  was  held  that  the  carrier 
may,  as  part  of  a  contract  for  throu^  shipment,  allow  the 
cotton  to  be  stopped  off  for  the  purpose  of  grading  and  com- 
pression; but  the  privilege  enters  into  and  becomes  part 
of  the  service  covered  by  the  rate,  and  should  be  specified 
in  the  published  tariffs.*^  The  Commission  said  in  sub- 
stance that  this  cotton  is  in  no  possible  construction  at 
the  compress  point  for  any  other  purpose  than  a  temporary 
one  in  transit;  and  that  although  an  indispensable  ele- 
ment in  every  through  shipment  would  seem  to  be  a  con- 
tract for  such  through  service,  an  agreement  between  the 
parties  at  the  inception  of  the  carriage  that  the  freight  was 
to  go  to  some  destination  beyond  to  be  designated  later 
was  enough.*^ 

§  880.  Proportional  rates. 

A  proportional  rate  is  a  part  or  remainder  of  a  through 
rate,  and  as  such  must  be  taken  in  its  relation  to  the  whole 
rate.*^  Recently  the  Commission  has  held  the  withdrawal 
of  proportional  rates  from  upper  Mississippi  River  crossings 
while  leaving  them  in  effect  from  lower  crossing  not  to  be 
justified.®^  To  a  certain  extent  the  Commission  recognizes 
the  propriety  of  proportional  rates,  which  differ  from  corre- 
sponding local  rates,  and  has  acted  upon  those  rates  when 
established  by  the  carrier.®^  It  has  said  that  a  proportional 
rate,  applying  on  through  traffic  might  well  be  less  than 

"  See   Re   Rates   &    Practices   of  *■  Boney  &  Harper  Milling  Co.  v. 

Mobile  &  O.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C.  373.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  383. 

'*  See    the   general    discussion    of  **  Grain  Rates  in  C.  F.  A.  Terri- 

all  these  matters  in  the  Transit  Case,  tory,  28  I.  C.  C.  549. 

26  I.  C.  C.  130.  «  Southwestern    Shippers    Traffic 

■*  The    same    matters    were    dis-  Ass'n  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C. 

cussed  in  the  Transit  Case,  26  I.  C.  C.  570. 
C.  204. 
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the  oorreBponding  local  rate,  but  it  has  not  said  that  such 
proportional  rate  must  be,  or  in  every  case  should  be,  less.^ 
On  through  traffic  to  a  given  interior  point,  the  proportional 
rate  from  the  river  crossing  is  usually  higher  than  local 
rate  from  the  river  to  that  point.®^  Proportional  rate 
applying  to  through  traffic  may  well  be  lower  than  the 
corresponding  local  rate.^  There  is  no  substantial  differ- 
ence between  a  ''reshipping  "  rate  and  what  is  known  as  a 
*' proportional"  rate.^  The  Commission  is  insistent  that 
proportionals  must  be  open  to  all  under  the  same  con- 
ditions. And  proportionals  should  apply  through  all  break- 
ing points  similarly  situated.^  Low  proportionals  do  not 
justify  unreasonable  locals;*^  there  is  no  recognized  rela- 
tion between  proportionals  and  corresponding  locals.  It  all 
depends  upon  the  traffic  conditions  through  the  territory;** 
but  proportional  rate  should  not  be  limited  to  traffic  from 
particular  places.®* 


§  881.  Export  rates. 

Export  rates  should  be  applied  only  to  actual  through 
movement,  not  to  the  case  where  the  shipper  takes  pos- 
session and  rebills.®*  Export  or  import  rates  must  be 
open  to  all  to  combine  with  the  rates  of  all  ocean  car- 
riers.'^ There  is  no  discrimination,  because  defendant 
maintains  a  low  inland  proportional  rate  on  imported 
sugar.^  In  one  proceeding  a  lower  rate  upon  export  grain 
during  period  of  navigation  was  suggested  but  not  re- 


*  Interior  Iowa  Cities,  28  I.  C.  C. 
64. 

"  Star  Grain  &  Liunber  Co.  v.  A., 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  364. 

"^Baltimore  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce V.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C. 
R.  596. 

''Basoom  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  354. 

*^  Henderson  Elevator  Co.  v.  Illi- 
nois Central  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  573. 

•1  Board    of    Trade    of    Winston- 


Salem  V.  Norfolk  &  W.,  16 1.  C.  C.  12. 

*' Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  504. 

•«  Bayou  aty  Rice  Mills  v.  t.  & 
W.  O.  R.  R.,  18 1.  C.  C.  490. 

**  Re  Transportation  of  Wools,  23 
I.  C.  C.  151. 

**Allman  v.  Adams  Express  Co., 
14  I.  C.  C.  340. 

"  In  re  Rates,  etc.,  of  the  Louisi- 
ana Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R. 
558. 
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quired,  the  present  rate  being  apparently  low.*^  An  inland 
proportional  higher  than  an  export  rate  will  generally 
be  condemned.^*  It  is  unlawful  to  make  diflfering  export 
rates,  dependmg  upon  diflfering  destmations.«»  Carriers 
should  quote  open  port  proportional;  then  they  may  make 
through  rates  for  foreign  carriage  on  such  basis  as  they 
please  without  coming  within  Act.^  It  is  improper  to 
exact  more  for  export  traffic  than  for  domestic  consump- 
tion. ^  Thus  where  cereal  goes  to  ship  as  grain  it  pays 
grain  export  rate,  if  as  flour  it  pays  flour.  ^ 

Topic  C.    Facilities  for  Interchange  of  Business 

§  882.  Physical  connections  at  common  law. 

Those  who  have  provided  certain  facilities  in  order  to 
serve  were  at  common  law  under  no  obligation  to  go 
beyond  the  service  they  have  professed  and  substantially 
extend  their  existing  facilities  so  as  to  make  physical 
connection  with  another  service.^  To  require  this  under 
the  Act  as  it  originally  provided  was  thought  to  be  outside 
the  theory  of  the  restriction  of  obligation  to  the  profession 
made.  In  a  leading  Federal  case  ^  in  refusing  to  order  a 
railroad  company  to  make  connections  with  a  switching 
company,  the  court  said:  ''Neither  this  nor  any  other  pro- 
vision of  law  requires  of  the  common  carrier  of  interstate 
commerce  the  duty  of  either  forming  new  connections  or 
of  establishing  new  stations  for  the  reception  and  delivery 
of  freight.*     The  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  deals  with 


^  Board  of  Trade  of  Chicago  v. 
A.  C.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  604. 

»  St.  Regis  Paper  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 
&  H.  R.  R.  R.,  XJnrep.  op. 

••  New  Orleans  Board  of  Trade  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  465. 

*  Cosmopolitan  Shipping  Co.  v. 
Hamburg-American  Packet  Co.,  13 
I.  C.  C.  266. 

'  Newark  Machine  Co.  v.  P.  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.,  16  I.  C.  C.  29. 

*  Hecker-Jones-Jewell  Milling  Co. 
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V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C. 
356. 

*  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.,  37  Fed. 
567,  2  L.  R.  A.  289. 

*See  particularly  Wisconsin,  M. 
&  P.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Jacobson,  179  U. 
S.  287,  46  L.  ed.  194,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
115. 

•  International  &  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Commission  of  Texas,  99 
Tex.  332,  89  S.  W.  961. 


Interchange  of  Traffic  [  §  883 

such  common  carriers  Sfi  it  finds  them,  and  leaves  to 
them  full  discretion  as  to  what  extensions  they  will 
make  of  their  lines,  the  connections  they  may  form, 
and  the  yards  and  depots  they  may  choose  to  estab- 
lish/' ' 

§  883.  Discrimination  between  connecting  lines. 

Though  not  expressly  contained  in  this  clause  of  the  Act 
it  is  nevertheless  to  be  understood  that  discrimination  is 
not  forbidden  unless  it  is  undue  or  unreasonable.  Thus  in 
making  contracts  for  through  transportation  of  passengers, 
the  initial  carrier  may  lawfully  prefer  a  road  going  through 
to  the  point  of  destination  to  one  going  only  part  of  the 
way,  an  arrangement  with  which  would  necessitate  further 
arrangements  to  reach  the  desired  point.®  A  combination 
of  independent  carriers  by  which  one  is  to  prefer  the  other 
to  another  connecting  line  outside  of  the  combination 
does  not  justify  discrimination  between  the  connecting 
lines.^  But  a  railroad  company  operating  steamers  in 
connection  with  its  railroad  as  a  single  line  was  not  held 
guilty  of  a  discrimination  against  another  carrier,  within 
the  prohibition  of  this  section  of  the  Act,  by  refusing  to 
allow  a  rival  steamboat  company  to  land  its  boats  at  a 
wharf  used  by  it  solely  for  connecting  its  railroad  and 
boats,  where  there  is  no  regular  public  station  at  such 
wharf,  but  the  general  station  is  at  a  little  distance  and 
ample  facilities  there  exist.*®  The  Act  contemplates  in- 
dependent carriers,  capable  of  mutual  relations;  there 
must,  therefore,  be  at  least  two  other  carriers  besides  the 
offending  one.  Both  companies  must  be  independent  of 
the  raikoad  charged  with  discrimination,  and  both  must 

^  Rutland  R.   R.  Co.  v.  Bellows  &  N.  E.  R.  R.,  50  Fed.  867,  4  Int. 

Falls  &  S.  R.  St..  Ry.  Co.,  73  Vt.  20,  Com.  Rep.  116. 
50  Atl.  636.  »•  Ilwaco  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Oregon 

» Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  R.  v.  East  S.  L.  &  U.  N.  Ry.,  57  Fed.  673,  6 

Tennessee,  V.  &  O.  R.  R.,  47  Fed.  C.  C.   A.   496,   5   Int.   Com.   Rep. 

771,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  261.  627. 


» New  York  &  X.  Ry.  v.  New  York 
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be  lines  connecting  with  it^  in  order  to  have  the  situation 
in  which  the  section  applies.** 


§  884.  Extent  of  these  requirements. 

Contracts  by  a  raih*oad  company  with  other  companies 
for  the  establishment  of  through  routes  and  through  rates 
for  the  continuous  carriage  of  interstate  traffic  do  not  vio- 
late section  7  of  the  Act  prohibiting  a  combination  to 
prevent  the  carriage  of  freight  from  being  continuous.** 
Nor  is  it  violated  by  a  refusal  of  the  connecting  carrier 
to  take  the  goods  at  the  valuation  agreed  on  by  the  first 
carrier.*'  What  is  an  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or 
advantage  under  section  3  of  the  Act  is  a  question  of  fact, 
but,  subject  to  militating  circumstances,  rates  ought  to  be 
relatively  equal  and  reasonable;  *^  and  the  carrier  has  no 
right  to  make  rates  so  as  to  overcome  the  natural  ad- 
vantages of  one  place  over  another,  or  so  as  to  build  up  one 
place  or  section  at  the  expense  of  another.*^  The  point 
where  traffic  is  interchanged  in  through  routing  is  a  matter 
for  the  carriers  to  determine  in  first  instance  unless  they 
disagree.**  So  far  as  undue  preference  in  serving  localities 
is  concerned  facilities  may  be  denied  in  any  manner,  as  by 
an  unreasonable  arrangement  of  time  schedules.*^  The 
provisions  of  the  section  apply  not  merely  to  the  carriers 
themselves,  but  with  equal  force  to  their  officers  and  em- 
ployees; therefore  the  Act  is  violated  by  employees  who  by 
concerted  action  strike  in  order  to  avoid  receiving  cars 
from  a  connecting  carrier.** 


"  In  Freight  Bureau  v.  Cincin- 
nati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  592,  6  I.  C.  C.  196. 

^2  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  37  Fed.  571, 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  351,  2  L.  R.  A.  289. 

^*  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  v.  Hughes, 
191  U.  S.  477,  48  L.  ed.  268,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  132. 

^^3tate  V.  Adams  Express  Co., 
171  Ind.  138,  85  N.  E.  337. 
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*»  Morris  Iron  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R. 
R.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  240. 

"Ch.  of  C.  of  Newport  News  v. 
Southern  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  345. 

"New  York  &  N.  Ry.  v.  New 
York  &  N.  E.  R.  R..  60  Fed.  867, 
4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  116. 

"Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  Ry.  v. 
Pennsylvania  Co.,  54  Fed.  7^,  5 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  645. 
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§  886.  Demand  for  connecting  service. 

A  carrier  cannot  be  compelled  to  receive  or  deliver 
traffic  at  a  point  where  another  company  has  made  a  new 
connection  with  its  roads,  but  has  not  provided  proper 
facilities.*®  The  provision  is  merely  negative;  it  does  not 
affect  either  a  contract  or  a  State  statute  giving  another 
carrier  the  right  to  use  tracks  and  terminal  facilities.^ 
^'Terminal  facilities"  as  used  in  the  Act  refers  to  facilities 
for  interchanging  traffic  between  connecting  lines.**  At 
the  time  of  the  passage  of  sections  railroads-  were  going 
so  far  as  to  refuse  to  accept  or  deliver  traffic  on  any  terms 
if  it  came  by  a  connecting  line  which  for  some  reason  they 
desired  to  freeze  out.  This  the  Act  was  intended  to  cor- 
rect and  did  correct,  whether  the  cozomon  law  would 
require  so  much  or  not.  But  the  courts  will  not  assume 
that  the  independence  of  railroads  in  making  such  ar- 
rangements as  they  pleased,  short  of  palpable  disregard 
of  their  legal  duties,  should  be  destroyed  by  any  forced 
construction  of  the  Act.**  It  should  be  noted,  however, 
that  a  connecting  carrier  without  discrimination  may  al- 
ways refuse  to  render  service  unless  its  charges  are  tendered 
it  or  secured  to  it,  although  it  does  not  generally  insist 
upon. prepayment;  *'  and,  of  coinse,  it  may  refuse  in  taking 
over  from  one  connection  to  advance  the  previous  charges, 
although  it  does  this  in  its  dealings  with  other  connec- 
tions.*^ 


^*  Kentucky  &  I.  B.  Co.  v.  Louis- 
vUle  &  N.  R.  R.,  37  Fed.  671,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  102,  2  L.  R.  A.  289. 

"•Iowa  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P. 
Ry.,  33  Fed.  391,  appeal  dismissed; 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  v.  Iowa,  145 
U.  S.  631,  36  L.  ed.  857,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
978. 

"  Chicago  F.  P.  C.  Co.  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  316. 

••  Oregon  Short  Line  &  U.  N.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Northern  Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  61 
Fed.  158. 


"little  Rock  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  59 
Fed.  400;  Little  Rock  &  M.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  63 
Fed.  775,  27  U.  S.  App.  380,  26  L. 
R.  A.  192,  11  C.  C.  A.  417,  affirming 
59  Fed.  400. 

'*  Southern  Indiana  Exp.  Co.  v. 
United  States  Exp.  Co.,  92  Fed. 
1022,  35  C.  C.  A.  172;  Gulf,  C.  A  8. 
F.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Miami  S.  S.  Co.,  86 
Fed.  407,  52  U.  S.  App.  732,  30  C. 
C.  A.  142. 
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§  886.  Compulsory  interchange  of  business. 

In  a  recent  terminal  case  ^^  the  Commission  found  that 
the  respondent  company  was  so  far  committed  by  its 
course  of  business  to  the  furnishing  of  terminal  facilities 
to  other  railways  entering  the  city,  that  it  should  be  re- 
garded as  a  pubUc  terminal,  open  to  other  lines  upon  the 
same  conditions.  The  only  ground,  it  would  seem,  upon 
which  this  decision  could  be  rested  was  that,  as  this  com- 
pany had  taken  it  upon  itself  to  furnish  a  terminal,  its 
faciUties  were  at  the  disposal  of  other  carriers,  otherwise 
the  action  of  the  Commission  would  have  been  in  the  face 
of  the  expUcit  limitation  of  section  3  protecting  a  com- 
mon carrier  from  invasion  of  its  own  facilities  by  another 
carrier.  ^^  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  Commis- 
sion apparently  felt  in  this  case,  as  it  has  said  squarely 
since,  that  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  original  Act 
have  been  made  of  less  force  by  the  Amendments  begiiming 
in  1906.  The  Commission  now  has  power  to  order  through 
routes  and  establish  through  connections  from  any  point 
on  any  line  under  its  jurisdiction  to  any  point  on  any 
other  trackage  subject  to  the  Act.  Its  doctrine  now  goes 
to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  public  interest  requires 
that  any  shipper  from  any  one  system  should  be  able  to 
get  his  goods  properly  transported  at  reasonable  rates  to 
any  point  on  any  other  system.  But  it  should  be  noted 
that  even  in  these  provisions  for  through  service  there 
is  the  limitation  that  the  originating  carrier  should 
not  in  the  route  established  be  required  to  short  haul 
itself. 


"  St.  L.,  S.  &  P.  R.  R.  V.  Peoria  & 
P.  W.  Ry.,  26  L  C.  C.  226.  Compare 
with  these  a  later  opinion  in  which 
it  was  said  that  a  connecting  carrier 
could  not  demand  at  a  switching 
charge  merely  the  utilization  of  the 
terminal  trackage  of  a  rival  system. 
Waverly  Oil  Wks.  v.  Pa.  Ry.,  28 
I.  C  C.  621.    See  §  176,  «*pra. 
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*  Morris  Iron  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R. 
R.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  240.  Carriers 
should  establish  through  routes  and 
joint  rates  so  that  there  may  be  the 
freest  movement  of  traffic  without 
the  necessity  of  reshipment.  Enter- 
prise Fuel  Co.  V.  Penna.  Ry.,  16  I. 
C.  C.  219. 


Int£RCHANG£  of  Traffic        [  §§  887,  888 

§  887.  Through  arrangements  once  not  obligatory. 

At  common  law  one  public  service  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  enter  into  arrangements  with  another  for  con- 
tinuous service  as  a  single  unit  for  a  single  rate.  Through 
arrangements  were  left  altogether  to  such  private  agree- 
ments as  the  parties  should  negotiate.  This  is  well  ex- 
plained in  the  leading  case  of  the  Atchison,  Topeka  & 
Santa  Fe  Railroad  Co.  v.  Denver  &  New  Orleans  Railroad  ^^ 
where  the  Supreme  Court  squarely  held  that  a  railroad 
might  enter  into  through  traffic  agreements  with  one  rail- 
road, prorating  its  through  rate,  and  at  the  same  time 
refuse  to  enter  into  a  similar  agreement  with  another  rail- 
road traversing  the  same  territory  as  the  first  and  having 
the  same  terminus.  "He  puts  himself  in  no  worse  position, 
by  extending  his  route  with  the  help  of  others,  than  he 
would  occupy  if  the  means  of  transportation  employed 
were  all  his  own.  He  certainly  may  select  his  own  agencies 
and  his  own  associates  for  doing  his  own  work.*'  ^ 

§  888.  Carrier  might  formerly  select  route. 

It  follows  that,  as  far  as  legal  obUgation  goes,  the 
carrier  itself  has  entire  control  over  the  situation  until  by 
legislation  some  commission  has  been  given  jiuisdiction 
to  take  such  action  as  may  be  required,  and  has  there- 
upon issued  orders  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred 
upon  it.  In  the  case  of  Southern  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,*®  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  held  legal  the  policies  then  pursued  by  the  Pacific 
railroads  for  picking  out  their  through  connections  beyond 
their  terminals  as  might  best  suit  their  own  interests. 
As  the  court  clearly  said  in  its  decision:  ''The  important 
facts  that  control  the  situation  are  that  the  carrier  need 
not  agree  to  carry  beyond  its  own  road,  and  may  agree 
upon  joint  through  tariff  rates  or  not,  as  seems  best  for  its 

^  110  U.  S.  667,  28  L.  ed.  201,  4  that  it  does  with  another.   Samuete  v. 

8np,  Ct.  185.  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.,  31  Fed.  57. 

»  A  carrier  need  not  prorate  with  »  200  U.  S.  536,  50  L.  ed.  585,  26 

one  connection  upon  the  same  terms  Sup.  Ct.  330. 
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own  interests.  Having  these  rights  of  contract  the  car- 
rier may  make  such  terms  as  it  pleases,  at  least  so  long  as 
they  are  reasonable  and  do  not  otherwise  violate  the  law."** 
This  is,  however,  changed  by  the  provisions  of  the  recent 
Amendments  which  require  the  through  routes  to  be 
named  by  the  carrier  and  the  shippers  given  their  choice 
thereof. 

§  889.  Present  scope  of  the  Act 

Central  Stockyards  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad 
is  one  of  the  latest  cases  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  involving  the  scope  of  section  3.  Mr.  Justice  Holmes 
there  cites  with  approval  the  former  cases,  ^*  holding  that 
the  making  of  special  arrangements  for  through  service  with 
one  connecting  carrier  did  not  of  itself  constitute  a  violation 
of  the  Act.  This  seems  to  be  a  fundamental  principle, 
that,  where  there  is  no  duty  to  do  something  for  customers 
generally,  there  is  none  to  do  it  for  a  carrier  applying.  And 
it  should  be  added  that,  where  there  is  no  legal  duty,  there 
can  be  no  illegal  discrimination.  It  may  be  noted  that  long 
ago  one  court  '^  did  apparently  hold  that  if  a  railroad  made 
joint  rates  at  proportional  division  with  one  connecting  car- 
rier, it  violated  the  Act  by  insisting  that  another  connect- 
ing carrier  must  hand  the  goods  over  to  be  taken  at  the 
local  rate.  But  this  early  case  was  concerned  largely  with 
other  issues;  and  it  may  be  that  it  goes  no  further  than  to 
show  that  the  local  rate  was  too  high ;  at  all  events,  it  has 
been  practically  ignored  in  subsequent  decisions,  and  it  has, 
therefore,  generally  been  agreed  by  text-writers  that  it 
has  been  for  all  practical  purposes  overruled  on  the  point 
for  which  the  complainant  apparently  cites  it. 

"'The  Act  left  the  raib-oads  free  pany  while  refusing  to  do  so  with 

afi  before  to  make  such  arrangements  another.    Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 

for  through  routing,  billing,  or  rating  Miami  S.  S.  Co.,  86  Fed.  507. 

as  they  pleased  without  its  being  a  "  192  U.  S.  568,  48  L.  ed.  565,  34 

refusal  of  equal  facilities  for  the  in-  Sup.  Ct.  339. 

terchange  of  traffic  to  make  such  ••  Augusta  S.  Ry.  v,  W.  ^  T.  R.  R., 

through  arrangements  with  one  com-  74  Fed.  522. 
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§  890.  Duty  to  deliver  to  connections. 

In  several  kinds  of  connecting  service  the  duty  of  each 
successive  party  to  deliver  over  to  the  next  in  turn  is  the 
normal  one.  Thus  a  telegraph  company  undertakes  de- 
livery in  the  place  of  address,  which  in  this  case  should  be 
at  the  office  of  the  telegraph  company  designated  as  the 
connection.  So,  in  certain  kinds  of  carriage,  as  express 
service,  the  carrier  is  bound  to  deliver  to  the  addressee. 
But  the  railroads  and  steamboats  are  not  normally  bound 
to  do  more  than  deposit  the  goods  carried  on  their  own 
wharves  or  at  their  own  terminals.  It  is  universally 
estabUshed,  however,  that  when  connecting  carriage  is 
involved  the  law  necessarily  throws  upon  each  carrier  in 
turn  the  duty  of  tendering  the  goods  for  further  transporta- 
tion to  the  succeeding  carrier;  and  normally,  until  he 
effectuates  such  deUvery,  the  original  carrier  remains 
liable  as  a  common  carrier."  This  liability  would  usually 
continue,  as  the  cases  just  cited  hold,  until  the  first  carrier 
has  deposited  the  goods  where  the  second  carrier  actually 
receives  them,  and  given  notice,  as  would  generally  be  req- 
uisite, to  the  succeeding  carrier  that  the  goods  are  there 
awaiting  his  transportation.^^ 

§  891.  PoUcy  of  recent  legislation. 

In  view  of  the  tendency  to  extend  the  power  of  the  Com- 
mission to  force  not  merely  through  billing  and  joint  rates 
but  through  service  and  physical  connections  as  shown  in 
the  recent  amendments  to  the  Act,  it  is  well  worthy  of 
particular  remark  that  the  powers  granted  commissions 
in  this  respect  now  go  so  far  as  to  authorize  the  making 
of  orders  as  to  convenient  connections.  It  is  character- 
istic of  the  new  appreciation  of  the  extent  of  public  duty 
that  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  finds  no  difficulty 
with  these  statutes.    Speaking  of  the  objection  raised  to  the 

"  Lewis   V.    Chesapeake   A   Ohio  '*  Mountain  Fruit  Co.  v.  Southern 

Ry.  Co.,  47  W.  Va.  656,  35  S.  E.      Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  118  Cal.  648,  46  Pac. 
908.  668,  50  Pac.  775,  40  L.  R.  A.  78. 
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r^ulation  of  the  conduct  of  one  public  service  in  its  re- 
lations with  another  for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  that 
court  said  in  what  seems  certainly  destmed  to  be  a  lead- 
ing case:'^  ''This  reduces  itself  to  the  contention  that, 
although  the  governmental  power  to  regulate  exists  in  the 
interest  of  the  pubUc,  yet  it  does  not  extend  to  securing  to 
the  pubUc  reasonable  facilities  for  making  connection  be- 
tween diflferent  carriers.  But  the  proposition  destroys  itself, 
since  at  one  and  the  same  time  it  admits  the  plenary  power 
to  regulate  and  yet  virtually  denies  the  efficiency  of  that 
authority.''  ^  With  these  policies  in  mind  Ck)ngress  has  by 
the  Hepburn  Act  of  1906  given  the  Commission  power  to 
compel  switch  connections  with  a  lateral  branch  where  all 
the  conditions  were  appropriate;  and  by  the  Panama  Act 
of  1912,  even  larger  powers  were  given  to  compel  the 
physical  connection  of  railroad  trackage  and  water  ter- 
minals. 

Topic  D.    Compulsory  Joint  Through  Rating 

§  892.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

By  the  Hepburn  Act  of  1906  the  power  then  for  the 
first  time  granted  to  the  Commission  to  establish  through 
routes  was  limited  to  instances  in  which  no  satisfactory 
through  route  existed.^'  Under  the  law  since  the  Mann 
Act  of  1910  the  existence  of  through  routes  capable  of 
adequately  and  expeditiously  handling  all  traffic  is  entitled 
to  consideration,  but  no  longer  constitutes  a  bar  to  the 
establishment  by  the  Commission.  The  Commission  has 
power  to  order  the  establishment  of  a  through  route  and 
joint  rate  although  there  are  in  existence  other  through 
routes  capable  of  adequately  and  expeditiously  handling 
all  traffic.^     The  Commission  will  exercise  its  power  to 

»» Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  No.  Car.  "  See  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 

Corp.  Comm.,  206  U.  S.  1,  51  L.  ed.  mission  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  216  U.  S. 

933,  27  Sup.  Ct.  585.  538,  30  Sup.  Ct.  155. 

»  See  United  States  v.  Baltimore  »  Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R. 

&  O.  S.  W.,  226  U.  S.  14,  33  Sup.  Ct.  5.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 
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fix  joint  rates  whenever  and  only  where  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  of  the  case  clearly  warrant  it.  Even  though 
it  be  shown  that  a  railroad  is  a  common  carrier,  it  may  be 
that  the  purposes  of  the  Act  will  not  be  served  but  will 
be  defeated  by  the  establishment  of  joint  rates  with  it.^* 
Distance  is  an  important  element  in  determining  whether 
routings  are  or  would  be  satisfactory,  and  in  these  pro- 
ceedings this  element  weighs  against  the  establishment  of 
proposed  routes.^®  The  provision  of  section  1  imposing 
the  duty  of  establishing  through  routes  should  not  be 
subjected  to  a  narrow  construction,  but  should  be  read  in 
connection  with  the  latter  part  of  section  3,  in  connection 
with  section  15,  and  with  regard  to  the  intendment  of  the 
Act  as  a  whole  and  the  correction  of  the  evils  it  has  sought 
to  remedy.'*^  The  first  section  gives  the  shipper  a  right 
to  a  through  route  and  a  reasonable  rate;  but  the  rate 
open  to  him  need  not  be  a  joint  rate,  and  the  mere  fact 
that  no  joint  rate  already  exists  does  not  lay  upon  the 
Commission  any  absolute  requirement  to  establish  one.^^ 

§  893.  Discretion  in  its  exercise. 

The  Commission  has  plainly  enough  acted  upon  the 
policy  of  refusing  to  force  the  establishment  of  new  routes 
against  the  desire  of  a  carrier  affected,  where  other  routes 
properly  designed  to  serve  the  public  are  in  existence. 
Unless  a  pubUc  necessity  for  an  additional  service  appears, 
the  Commission  will  not  compel  a  railroad  against  its 
will  to  enter  into  arrangements  which  the  management 
do  not  consider  as  advantageous.  It  has  been  often  pointed 
out  that  the  Act  as  amended  established  no  right  which 
it  was  bound  to  recognize  in  any  way,  but  only  empowered 
the  Commission  to  establish  such  through  rates  as  it  felt 
in  its  own  discretion  the  necessities  of  the  situation  re- 

»  McCloud  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  "  Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R. 

S.  P.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  89.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

•  United  States  v.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  28  "  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Mil- 
I.  C.  C.  518.  waukee  v.  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C. 

C.  460. 
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quired.^'  The  law  does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  requiring 
the  Commission  in  all  cases  where  no  through  route  and 
joint  rate  exists,  to  establish  a  route  and  fix  a  rate  appli- 
cable thereto,  but  only  empowers  it  to  do  so  in  a  proper 
case  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  Act.^^  The  Com- 
mission has  little  sympathy  with,  and  will  not  ordinarily 
lend  its  aid  to,  an  effort  by  one  road  to  secure  traffic  that 
is  reasonably  tributary  to  another  road  by  compelling  the 
latter  to  join  with  it  in  through  routes  and  rates. ^^  The 
Commission  has  often  declared  that  the  purpose  of  sections 
of  the  Act  relating  to  the  establishment  of  through  routes 
and  joint  rates  is  to  afford  relief  to  a  shipping  community; 
and  the  Commission  will  not  aid  carriers  simply  to  acquire 
strategic  advantages  in  their  contests  with  one  another.^ 

§  894.  Limitations  upon  the  Commission. 

Carriers  should  freely  interchange  freight  between  their 
respective  lines  to  the  end  that  interstate  commerce  may 
move  without  interruption  or  delay. ^^  The  Commission's 
power  to  require  institution  of  through  routes  and  joint 
rates  is  predicated  upon  there  being  no  reasonable  or  satis- 
factory through  route  in  existence.^  There  is  a  distinction 
to  be  taken  at  the  outset  between  two  situations,  which, 
as  the  history  of  the  jurisdiction  confided  to  the  Commis- 
sion shows  have  been  generally  considered  as  very  dif- 
ferent.^* When  it  is  simply  a  question  of  compelling  a 
carrier  to  enter  into  through  arrangements  for  the  han- 
dling of  traffic  to  and  from  points  beyond  the  gateways 
of  its  lines,  Congress  has  now  made  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission  sweeping.    In  the  case  of  the  establishment  of 

*»  Loup  Creek  Colliery  Co.  v.  V.  «  Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R. 

Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  471.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

**  Barr  Bros.  M.  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  ^Southern  California  Sugar  Co. 

17  I.  C.  C.  226.  V.  S.  P.  L.  A.  A  S.  L.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C. 

«  Cincinnati  &  C.  T.  Co.  v.  B.  &  C.  6. 

O.  8.  W.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  486.  « Iowa  State  Boaid  of  R.  R.  Com're 

«  Chicago  &  M.  El.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  v.  A.  E.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  563. 
R.  R.,  13  I,  C.  C.  20. 
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extensions  of  existing  lines  by  this  process  of  establishing 
through  routes,  it  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  determine  whether  there  is  sufficient  public  neces- 
sity to  call  for  action.^  But  where  it  is  a  question  of 
establishing  new  routes  reaching  within  the  territory 
naturally  served  by  a  transportation  system,  Congress  has 
had  the  sound  theory  that  the  existing  business  which  the 
system  is  competent  to  handle  should  not  be  diverted  from 
its  own  lines  by  compelling  it  to  enter  into  new  connections 
at  pomts  withm  its  territory,  if  the  routes  which  it  has 
established  are  practicable  ones.^^  Thus  a  trunk  line  car- 
rier which  purchases  a  branch  Ime  road  is  justified  in 
canceling  through  joint  rates  with  another  carrier  when 
such  cancellation  will  tend  to  move  traffic  entirely  over  its 
own  line  under  reasonable  and  non-discriminatory  rates 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  former  two-line  haul.^^ 

§  896.  The  policies  involved  therein. 

The  statute  provides  that,  in  establishing  joint  rates 
and  through  routes,  each  carrier  against  which  the  order 
is  made  shall  be  given  the  benefit  of  the  long  haul  by  its 
own  line.  The  Commission  has  said  repeatedly  that  it 
cannot,  therefore,  establish  in  every  case,  where  it  might 
otherwise  be  inclined  to  act,  a  through  route  and  a  joint 
rate,  but  must  work  under  the  limitation  imposed  by  the 
Act  of  Congress  as  above  set  forth.^^  The  Commission 
cannot  order  a  railroad  to  embrace  substantially  less  than 
entire  length  of  its  railroad  in  a  through  route.  ^'^  Defend- 
ants have  right  to  hold  traffic  to  their  own  lines  so  long, 
but  only  so  long,  as  in  so  doing  they  do  not  encroach  upon 
the  rights  of  the   public. ^^     The  Commission,  with   the 

» McCullough  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  Unreasonable  Rates  on   Meats,  23 

25  I.  C.  C.  48.  I.  C.  C.  658. 

^^  Re  Advance  in  Class  &  Com-  ^*  Davis  Bros.  Lumber  Co.,  Ltd., 

modity  Rates,  23  I.  C.  C.  263.  v.  C,  R.  L  A  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  257. 

^'  In  re  Proposed  Rate  on  Lumber,  **  Aransas  Pass  Channel  &  Dock 

20  L  C.  C.  575.  Co.  v.  G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C. 

^^See    Investigation    of    Alleged  403. 
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qualifications  which  are  being  discussed,  recognizes  the 
right  of  a  carrier  to  retain  tonnage  to  its  line;  ^  and  the 
long  haul  is  generally  conceded  to  the  originating  line." 
Thus  lumber  is  held  to  rails  of  carriers  transporting  logs 
from  forests .  by  transit  arrangements.^*  And  generally 
speaking,  if  a  sufficient  and  fairly  satisfactory  through 
route  between  points  does  not  exist,  another  route  will 
not  be  compelled.^*  But  in  order  to  build  up  enterprises 
of  the  same  character  on  its  own  line  and  to  prevent  the 
trade  of  its  local  industries  from  being  displaced  by  the 
competition  of  manufacturers  of  the  same  commodities 
on  connecting  lines,  a  carrier  cannot  deny  to  industries  on 
the  lines  of  such  connections  the  benefit  of  through  routes 
and  joint  rates.^ 

§  896.  Protectioii  from  short  hauling. 

Under  the  Act  as  amended  in  1910  the  Commission  can- 
not require  any  company  without  its  consent  to  embrace  in 
a  through  route  substantially  less  than  the  entire  length  of 
its  railroad,  unless  to  do  so  would  make  such  through  route 
unreasonably  long  as  compared  with  another  practicable 
through  route,  which  could  otherwise  be  established.*^  In 
the  formation  of  through  routes  a  carrier  has  a  right  to 
protect  its  own  long  haul  and  a  carrier  may  not  be  required 
against  its  will  to  participate  in  a  through  route  between 
any  two  points  which  does  not  include  all  or  substantially 
all  of  its  line  or  lines  between  those  points,  except  when 
an  unreasonably  long  or  circuitous  route  would  otherw^ise 
be  created.*^    Joint  rate  and  through  route  was  recently 

«•  Suflfern  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  «>  Cardiff    Coal    Co.    v.    Chiciigo, 

27  I.  C.  C.  192.  M.   &  St.   P.   R.   R.,   II   I.  C.  C. 

'^Salt   Rates  from  WisoonBin  to  460. 

Iowa,  27  I.  C.  C.  526.  •*  Commercial    Club    of    Superior 

"  Lumber   Rates   from    Memphis  v.  B.  N.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  96. 

and  other  Points  to  New  Orleans,  •*  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  New 

27  I.  C.  C.  471.  York  v.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  R.,  24  I. 

w  Blakely  So.  R.  R.  v.  A.  C.  C.  C.  C.  65. 
Ky.,  26  I.  C.  C.  344. 
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denied  because  the  carrier  would  have  to  participate  in 
traffic  embracing  substantially  less  than  the  entire  length 
of  its  line.*^  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  requiring 
the  Commission  in  establishing  joint  rates  to  give  the 
carriers  the  benefit  of  the  long  haul,  it  was  held  in  another 
late  case  to  be  doubtful  whether  the  Commission  could 
establish  a  joint  through  rate,  thereby  depriving  the  New 
York  Central  of  the  longer  haul  on  this  business,  either 
rail-and-lake  or  all  rail.*^  And  a  carrier  was  permitted  to 
give  up  a  through  route  voluntarily  maintained  for  four 
years  which  embraced  substantially  less  than  the  entire 
length  of  its  railroad.*^  In  establishing  any  through  route 
no  railroad  should  be  required  to  haul  traffic  over  less  than 
the  entire  length  of  its  Une  unless  such  route  is  unduly  cir- 
cuitous.^ Distance  is  an  important  element  in  determining 
whether  a  routing  is  satisfactory,  since  a  circuitous  route 
involving  a  longer  haul  and  therefore  greater  delay  would 
not  be,  ordinarily,  as  desirable  as  a  direct  one.*^^  But  a 
route  satisfactory  to  one  kind  of  freight  might  not  be 
satisfactory  with  respect  to  another.^ 

§  897.  What  routes  considered  circuitous. 

Section  15  merely  ordains  that  between  two  given  points 
a  carrier  shall  not  be  deprived  of  a  haul  which  it  is  ca- 
pable of  providing  by  a  reasonably  direct  route.*^  A  line 
153  miles  longer  is  circuitous  where  it  exceeds  the  short 
line  by  15  per  cent  or  more.""  A  petition  to  establish  a 
through  route  100  per  cent  longer  was  recently  dismissed.^^ 
A  route  only  4  per  cent  longer  than   the  short  line  is 

«» United  States  v.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  "^  In  Re  Through  Passenger  Routes, 

28  I.  C.  C.  518.  16  I.  C.  C.  300. 

«<  Southwestern    Shippers'    Traffic  «  Waverly  Oil  Works  v.  P.  R.  R., 

Ass'n  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  28  I.  C.  C.  621. 
a  C.  570.  ••  Meridian   Fertilizer   Factory   v. 

«*  Rates   on   Cottonseed    and    its  T.  &  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  351. 
Products,  28  I.  C.  C.  219.  ^  Edwards  &  Bradford  Lumber  Co. 

••Pacific     Coast     Lumber     M'frs  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  93. 
Ass'n  V.   N.   P.   Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  "Haverhill    Box    Board    Co.    v. 

51.  B.  &  A.  R.  R.,  28  L  C.  C.  336. 
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not  markedly  circuitous.' ^  In  one  case ''  it  was  said  con- 
clusively that  not  only  was  the  route  via  Memphis  to  the 
Ohio  River  practicable,  but  it  includes  an  average  haul 
of  319  miles  over  the  hnes  of  the  Rock  Island,  as  a^gainst 
an  average  haul  over  the  Rock  Island  of  only  18.5  miles 
via  the  Ruston  route.  It  is  scarcely  to  be  expected,  said 
the  Commission,  in  a  late  case  involving  a  New  Eng- 
land system,'*  that  a  carrier  that  may  have  a  haul  of  120 
miles  would  be  satisfied  with  a  haul  of  but  6  miles  with 
the  meager  earnings  accruing  under  its  established  divisions. 
Nor  is  it  reasonable  even  for  a  shipper  to  demand  that  a 
carrier  should  be  so  short  hauled,  except  upon  a  clear 
showing  that  the  service  over  the  other  route  was  not 
satisfactorily  maintained  and  reasonably  prompt. 

§  898.  Power  of  the  Commission  to  fix  divisions. 

In  fixing  a  division  between  carriers  of  joint  rates  ordered 
to  be  established,  section  15  of  the  Act  implies  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  take  into  consideration  all 
the  circumstances  and  equities  fairly  affecting  their  several 
interests,  and  precludes  the  idea  that  the  divisions  must  be 
adjusted  on  a  mileage  or  any  other  fixed  basis.^^  The  fact 
that  carriers,  by  whom  a  rate  has  been  lawfully  published 
and  advertised  to  the  shipping  world  as  the  cost  between 
two  given  points  over  all  reasonably  available  routes,  have 
neglected  or  failed  to  agree  upon  divisions  of  the  rate 
over  one  of  the  routes,  cannot  be  accepted  by  the  Com- 
mission as  equivalent  to  a  nullification  of  the  published 
through  rate  over  that  route.'®  And,  generally  speaking, 
mere  failure  to  agree  upon  divisions  of  joint  rates,  which 
rates  are  admitted  to  be  reasonable,  will  not  be  accepted 
as  justification  for  an  increase.^    Shippers  should  not  suffer 

^'  Bowling  Green  Business  Men  v.  ^'  Star  Grain  &   Lumber  Co.   v. 

L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  228.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  SW. 

7»  Davis  Bros.  Lumber  Co.  v.  C,  R.  "*  Germain  Co.  v.  N.  O.  A  N.  E. 

I.  &  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  258.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  22. 

^^  Advances  in  Rates  from  Chico-  ""  New  Mexico  Coal  Rates,  28  I. 

pee,  23  L  C.  C.  263.  C.     C.     328;    Chicago     Lighterage 
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because  of  delay  on  the  part  of  defendants  in  agreeing  on 
proper  divisions,  and  in  publishing  the  lower  rate.'*  If 
defendants  are  unable  to  agree  upon  the  manner  of  con- 
structing the  rates  herein  ordered,  or  upon  the  divisions  of 
such  rates,  the  Commission  will  enter  such  supplementary 
order  as  may  be  necessary.'*  But,  in  first  instance,  how  a 
joint  through  rate  shall  be  divided  is  a  matter  of  agree- 
ment and  bargain  between  the  carriers.««  The  doctrine  of 
the  Commission  is  that  shippers  have  no  interest  in  the 
division  of  a  rate.**  The  shipper  pays  for  complete  service, 
and  has  no  concern  as  to  how  through  charges  are  divided 
among  carriers.*^ 


§  899.  How  divisions  are  determined. 

The  Commission  has  many  times  expressed  the  view  that 
the  division  received  by  a  carrier  as  its  share  of  a  joint 
rate  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  unreasonableness 
of  the  joint  rate  involved.*^  Where  divisions  are  determined 
by  highly  competitive  conditions,  they  throw  no  light  on 
the  reasonableness  of  joint  rates.*^  If  local  or  individiial 
rates  were  to  be  measured  by  divisions  of  through  rates  it 
would  lead  to  a  continuous  process  of  hammering  down 
local  rates  or  withdrawal  by  carriers  from  such  through 
routes  as  yield  only  a  small  profit.*^  Divisions  of  through 
rate  furnish  no  just  or  fair  criterion  by  which  to  measure 
intermediate  local  rates  on  the  same  line  of  transportation.** 
Divisions  of  joint  rates  are  ordinarily  not  published  and 


Charges,  28  I.  C.  C.  390;  Oklahoma 
Grain  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  462;  Kansas 
City  &  M.  Ry.  Co.  Rate  Cancella- 
tion, 28  I.  C.  C.  640. 

"Williamette  Pulp  &  Paper  Co. 
V.  N.  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  388. 

^  Fanners'  Co-operative  and  Edu- 
cational Union  v.  G.  N.  Ry.,  17 
I.  C.  C.  406. 

^  In  re  Advances  on  Barley,  24 
I.  C.  C.  664. 

*'  In  re  Advances  on  Coal,  24  I. 


C.  C.  43;  M'frs  &  Merchants'  Ass'n 
V.  A.  &  A.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  331. 

"  Interior  Iowa  Cities  Case,  28 
I.  C.  C.  64. 

«  Wichita  Board  of  Trade  v.  A., 
T.  &  S.,F.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  625. 

"  Wichita  Board  of  Trade  v.  A., 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  625. 

*»  Id.,  26  I.  C.  C.  146. 

"  Board  of  Trade  of  Winston- 
Salem  V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C. 
12. 
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are  subject  to  change  by  mutual  agreement  of  carriers.*' 
A  proportional  rate  is  not  to  be  compared  with  a  local 
rate  to  show  a  violation  of  section  4.^  The  divisions  of  a 
joint  through  rate  accepted  by  a  carrier  cannot  be  taken 
as  the  measure  of  the  reasonableness  of  its  separately 
established  rates.**  The  Commission  can  always  require 
filing  of  divisions,  and  a  joint  rate  under  agreed  divisions 
definitely  fixes  lawful  earnings  of  parties  to  that  rate.*® 
The  Commission  may  look  at  the  several  factors  in  an 
effort  to  locate  unreasonableness  in  total  charge.** 

§  900.  Theories  of  basing  divisions. 

It  is  generally  true  that  a  carrier  may  reasonably  accept 
less  than  its  local  rate  as  its  division  of  a  joint  rate.*^  In 
arranging  the  divisions  among  the  connecting  carriers  due 
consideration  should  be  given  by  the  connecting  carrier 
to  the  surrender  by  the  originating  carrier  of  its  right 
to  retain  possession  of  the  shipment  for  the  longest  possible 
haul  over  its  own  lines,  and  the  division  should  be  agreed 
upon  which  will  compensate  the  originating  carrier  for  its 
sacrifice.*'  The  fact  that  the  system  in  question  reaches 
other  primary  grain  markets  may  fairly  be  said  to  give  it 
certain  equities  in  the  adjustment  of  the  divisions  of  any 
through  rates  that  it  may  establish  under  an  order  of  the 
Commission.**  The  line  performing  the  terminal  service 
is  entitled  to  a  greater  division  than  the  line  relieved  of 
such  service.*"  Divisions  accruing  to  more  distant  common 
or  basing  points  may  be  accepted  as  rates  to  noncompeti- 

"^  In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20  I.  C.  **  Sandstone,  Minn.-Missouri  River 

C.  R.  426.  Bmlding  Stone  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 

« In  re  Lumber  Rates,  25  I.  C.  C.  269. 

50.  "  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C. 

»  Acme  Cement  Plaster  Co.  v.  L.  380. 

S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  30;  Mana-  *^  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Mil- 

han  V.  N.  P.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  95.  waukee  v.  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,  15  I. 

» In  re  Restricted  Rates,  20 1.  C.  C.  C.  C.  460. 

R.  426.  •*  Waverly  Oil  Works  v.  P.  R.  R., 

"  People's  Fuel  &  S.  Co.  v.  G.  T.  28  I.  C.  C.  621. 
W.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  24. 
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tive  points.^  Divisions  in  the  interior  are  based  on  sum 
of  intermediates;  but  earnings  on  traffic  are  not  divided 
east  and  west  of  rivers  on  any  such  basis,  the  proportional 
rate  from  river  crossing  to  interior  point  being  usually 
higher  than  local  rate  from  river  to  that  point.*^  The 
rail  carrier's  division  of- joint  through  rail-and-water  rate 
may  well  be  lower  than  its  just  local  charges;  but  if 
steamships  are  content  to  take  materially  less  than  at 
present  for  their  division,  that  is  a  substantial  reason  for 
reducing  the  total  through  charge.**  For  example,  on  rail- 
and-water  haul  from  New  York  via  Galveston  to  Wichita, 
the  rail  carrier  with  a  rail  mileage  of  700  miles  was  given 
to  two-thirds  of  the  net  amount  for  division,  while  the 
water  carrier  with  a  water  mileage  of  slightly  less  than 
2,200  miles  would  be  entitled  to  one-third.^ 

§  901.  Constructive  mfleage. 

In  the  adjustment  of  interline  accounts  between  car- 
riers an  expensive  bridge  is  ordinarily  considered  as  having 
constructive  mileage,  and  the  division  of  joint  rates  made 
upon  that  basis.*  In  the  division  of  rates  between  rail  and 
water  carriers,  one  land  mile  is  constructively  reckoned  as 
equivalent  to  two  nautical  miles  north  of  Cape  Hatteras, 
while  to  the  south  of  the  Cape  one  land  mile  is  equal  to 
three  nautical  miles.  ^  An  arbitrary  basis  of  divisions 
ignores  differences  in  length  of  haul;  mileage  prorate  basis 
of  divisions  divides  earnings  according  to  service  per- 
formed.^ But  certain  carriers  may  be  situated  so  as  to 
command  a  liberal  allowance  from  its  connections  in 
divisions  of  through  rates.  ^    Comparisons  of  divisions  re- 

«» Id.,  28  I.  C.  C.  178.  »  Norman   Lumber  Co.   v.    L.   & 

^  Interior   Iowa   Cities   Case,    28  N.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  239. 

I.  C.  C.  64.  » South    Atlantic    Waste    Co.    v. 

«  Southwestern    Shippers'    Traffic  S.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R.  293. 

Ass'n  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  » Stacy  &  Sons  v.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R., 

C.  570.  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  136. 

**  Southwestern    Shippers'    Traffic  *  Board    of    Tratle    of    Winston- 

Aas'n  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 

C.  570.  146. 
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ceived  by  carriers  may  be  considered  in  connection  with 
other  evidence  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  a 
particular  rate.^  But  it  must  be  realized  that  a  carrier 
may  deem  it  good  business  policy  to  secure  a  part  of  a 
through  haul  on  a  large  volume  of  traffic  and  to  accept 
a  division  of  the  through  rate  which  is  much  lower  than 
local  rates.*  And  also  some  rates  may  be  under  necessity 
of  accepting  abnormally  low  divisions  in  order  to  partici- 
pate in  traffic.^  On  the  other  hand,  a  carrier  may  be 
situated  with  reference  to  points  of  supply  and  demand, 
or  otherwise,  so  that  it  is  in  a  position  to  command  a 
liberal  allowance  from  its  coimections  in  divisions  of  through 
rates. 

*  Lindsay  Bros.  v.  L.  S.  &  M.  Ry.,  ^  Board    of    Trade    of    Winston- 

22  I.  C.  C.  R.  516.  Salem  v.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 

•New   Pittsburg  Coal  Co.  v.   H.  146. 
v.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  121. 
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EQUAUTY   OF  SERVICE 

§  910.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
911.  Extension  of  service  facilities. 

Topic  A.  Duty  to  Bender  Service 

§  912.  General  obligation  to  serve  all. 

913.  Extent  of  federal  supervision. 

914.  Rulings  of  the  Commission. 

915.  DiflPerent  treatment  constitutes  discrimination. 
916   Scope  of  present  jurisdiction. 

917.  Freight  embargo  as  an  excuse. 

918.  Carrier  discriminating  against  its  rivals. 

919.  Railroad  cutting  its  own  rates  for  itself. 

Topic  B.  Provision  of  Beaeonable  FaciUtiee 

S  920.  Not  required  by  original  Act. 

921.  Orders  concerning  freight  delivery. 

922.  Contracts  with  grain  elevators. 

923.  Arrangements  with  stockyards. 

924.  Service  at  private  sidings. 

925.  Installing  switches  now  under  the  Act. 
926   Basis  for  ordering  switch  connection. 

927.  Any  discriminatory  treatment  forbidden. 

928.  Establishment  of  stations. 

929.  Protection  of  its  terminals. 

Topic  C.  Supply  of  Equipment 

S  930.  Basis  of  the  duty  to  supply  equipment. 

931.  Commission  jurisdiction  over  facilities. 

932.  The  obligation  treated  reasonably. 

933.  Provision  of  special  equipment. 

934.  Demand  foreseen  although  unusual. 

935.  Reasonable  time  to  increase  facilities. 

936.  Carriage  through  in  same  car. 

937.  Provision  of  cars  in  through  service. 

Topic  D.  Distribution  of  Equipment 

§  938.  Discrimination  in  use  of  Gal's. 

939.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

940.  Order  of  preference  between  shippers. 
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§  941.  Where  no  preference  justifiable. 

942.  Basis  of  prorating  cars. 

943.  Respective  requirements  compared. 

944.  Cars  needed  by  railroads. 

945.  Private  facilities  considered  in  the  apportionment. 

§  910.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

No  provisions  giving  the  Commission  jurisdiction  to 
order  the  rendering  of  service  as  such  were  in  the  original 
Act ;  the  beginning  of  these  powers  was  in  the  1906  amend- 
ments. According  to  a  fundamental  clause  now  inserted 
in  section  1  it  is  provided  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Conrniission  over  railroads  shall  include  all  bridges  and 
ferries,  and  shall  also  include  switches  and  spurs,  tracks 
and  terminal  facilities  and  freight  depots,  and  train  yards 
and  station  grounds  and  railway  trackage,  whether  owned 
outright  or  operated  under  agreement.  The  Act  defines 
transportation  as  including  cars  and  other  vehicles  and  all 
instrumentalities  and  facilities  of  shipment  or  carriage, 
irrespective  of  ownership  or  of  any  contract,  and  all  services 
in  connection  with  the  receipt,  delivery,  elevation,  and 
transfer  in  transit,  ventilation,  refrigeration  or  icing,  stor- 
age, and  handling  of  property  transported.  By  express 
provision  of  the  Act  as  amended  it  is  made  the  duty  of 
every  carrier  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission 
to  provide  and  furnish  such  transportation  upon  reasonable 
request  therefor,  and  to  establish  through  routes  and  just 
and  reasonable  rates  applicable  thereto;  and  to  provide 
reasonable  faciUties  for  operating  such  through  routes  and 
to  make  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  with  respect 
to  the  exchange,  interchange,  and  return  of  cars  used 
therein,  and  for  the  operation  of  such  through  routes,  and 
providing  for  reasonable  compensation  to  those  entitled 
thereto.  Furthermore,  by  section  15,  as  has  been  said,  the 
Conrniission  has  full  power  over  the  provision  of  such 
facilities  and  the  charges  for  such  services  by  the  carrier 
and  over  the  scheduling  thereof  and  allowances  therefor 
when  not  performed  by  the  carrier  itself;  and  in  the  case  of 
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through  service  the  determining  of  the  route  which  shall 
be  oflfered,  and  the  divisions  between  the  carriers  of  the 
joint  rate. 

§  911.  Extension  of  service  facilities. 

Later  in  section  1  it  is  provided  that  the  Commission 
shall  have  jurisdiction  to  compel  any  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  upon  application  of 
any  lateral,  branch  line  of  railroad,  or  of  any  shipper 
tendering  interstate  traffic  for  transportation,  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  upon  reasonable  terms  a  switch 
connection  with  any  such  lateral,  branch  line  of  railroad,  or 
private  side  track  which  may  be  constructed  to  connect 
with  its  railroad,  where  such  connection  is  reasonably 
practicable  and  can  be  put  in  with  safety  and  will  furnish 
sufficient  business  to  justify  the  construction  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  same;  and  shall  furnish  cars  for  the  move- 
ment of  such  traffic  to  the  best  of  its  abihty  without 
discrimination  in  favor  of  or  against  any  such  shipper,  pro- 
vided that  this  shall  not  apply  to  passenger  railways  not 
committed  to  carrying  freight.  It  should  be  added  that  by 
section  8  as  recently  amended  by  the  Panama  Act  the 
Commission  has  special  powers  to  compel  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  physical  connections  between  rail  lines 
and  steamship  docks  on  substantially  the  same  terms  as  to 
practicability  of  construction  and  probabiUty  of  profit,  the 
Commission  having  power  to  order  the  extension  of  rail- 
road trackage  to  serve  water  terminals,  or  to  order  the 
connection  of  railway  trackage  of  water  terminals  with  the 
railroad  systems  serving  the  port,  on  such  terms  as  to 
respective  payments  by  the  parties  involved  in  the  con- 
necting service  as  to  it  may  seem  proper. 

Topic  A.    Duty  to  Render  Service 

§  912.  General  obligation  to  serve  all. 

One  who  is  engaged  in  public  calUng  must  by  virtue  of 
his  public  duty  serve  many  whom  he  is  very  unwilling  to 
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serve,  for  one  reason  or  another.  A  company  cannot 
capriciously  discruninate  between  passengers  on  account 
of  their  nativity,  color,  race,  social  position,  or  their 
political  or  religious  beliefs.  Whatever  discriminations  are 
made  must  be  on  some  principle,  or  for  some  reason,  that 
the  law  recognizes  as  just  and  equitable,  and  founded  in 
good  public  policy.  What  are  reasonable  rules  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law,  and  is  for  the  court  to  determine,  under  all  the 
circumstances  in  each  particular  case.  It  is  fundamental 
with  the  Conamission  that  every  carrier  owes  a  duty  to  the 
entire  public,  and  each  owes  a  particular  duty  to  persons 
and  communities  which  it  directly  serves  and  which  are 
dependent  upon  it.^*  As  the  Commission  has  said  com- 
prehensively, equality  between  great  and  small  is  one  of 
the  underlying  principles  of  the  Act.** 

§  913.  Extent  of  federal  supervision. 

A  common  carrier  in  interstate  commerce  is  free  to 
exercise  all  its  rights  under  the  common  law  to  the  full 
extent,  unless  such  exercise  has  been  made  unlawful  by 
the  Act.*^  Many  of  the  older  court  decisions,  it  should  be 
noted,  were  rendered  prior  to  the  amendments  to  the  Act, 
making  it  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  provide  transportation 
and  to  furnish  facilities  therefor  under  the  supervision  and 
direction  of  the  Commission.  Any  regulation  or  practice 
that  withdraws  from  a  shipper  the  equal  opportunity  of 
taking  advantage  of  the  rates  offered  by  a  carrier,  is  held  to 
be  a  regulation  or  practice,  "affecting  rates,"  within  the 
meaning  of  that  phrase  as  used  in  section  15.-^  But  it  is 
well  settled  that  carriers  have  the  right  to  transport  certain 
commodities  under  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  respect- 
ing their  receipt,  carriage  and  delivery.  ^^    And  in  general  it 

'^  See  Advance  in  Rates  Cases  of         **  McElvain  v.  Railroad,  151  Mo. 
1910,  20  I.  C.  C.  243.  App.  126,  151,  131  S.  W.  736. 

«  Harbor  City  Wholesale  Co.  of         "St.  L.,  S.  &  P.  R.  R.  v.  P.  &.P. 
San  Pedro  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.      U.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  226. 
323.  «  Rail  &  Rivor  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  & 

O.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  80. 

[832] 


Equality  of  Service  [  §§  914,  915 

may  be  said  that  the  control  of  service  is  by  degrees 
coming  imder  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  by  a 
com^se  of  extension  by  amendments  to  the  Act  quite 
parallel  to  the  history  of  the  development  of  the  powers  of 
the  Commission  over  rates.  ^^ 

§  914.  Rulings  of  the  Commission. 

It  is  the  right  of  a  carrier  to  decline  to  receive  for  trans- 
portation any  merchandise  not  plainly  marked.  ^  Inferior,  in- 
secure tags  may  be  prohibited;  but  no  justification  was  found 
for  a  rule  which  required  metal  eyelets  at  an  additional  ex- 
pense of  15  cents  per  100.  That  certain  perishable  freight 
should  at  times  be  refused  for  sufficient  reason — ^as  be- 
cause of  risk — has  seemed  reasonable;  but  the  Commission 
is  not  convinced  of  the  reasonableness  of  refusing  to 
receive  green  hides  when  carriers  have  the  right,  under 
tariff  provisions,  to  delay  shipment  for  suitable  equip- 
ment.^ Packages  containing  fragile  articles  consisting 
wholly  or  in  part  of,  or  contained  in  glass,  must  be  plainly 
marked  to  indicate  contents.  And  in  the  revision  of  the 
practices  of  the  express  companies,  it  was  recognized  that 
the  rules  might  be  positive  on  the  requirement  of  safe 
packing.^*  But  a  rule  has  been  condemned  which  provided 
for  higher  rate  on  packages  not  properly  marked.^  The  law 
requires  carriers  to  observe  and  enforce  reasonable  regula- 
tions and  practices  affecting  the  receipt,  handling,  transport- 
ing, and  delivery  of  property. 

§  916.  Different  treatment  constitutes  discrimination. 

It  is  apparently  established  beyond  question  as  to  com- 
mon carriers  that  as  no  one  has  a  right  to  have  service 
without  prepayment  there  could  be  no  complaint  made  if 
some  are  given  service  without  requiring  prepayment  of 

^  National    Petroleum    Ass'n    v.  ^  Western  Classification  Case,  25 

L.  A  N.  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  473.  I.  C.  C.  442. 

"Ellsworth    Produce   Co.    v.    U.  »InreExpre8sRate8,24I.C.C.380. 

P.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  182.  ^  C.  H.  Algert  Co.  v.  D.  &  R.,  18 1. 

C.  C.  21. 
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them,  while  others  are  obliged  to  pay  in  advance.^^  The 
cases  go  far  in  holding  a  carrier  not  liable  for  demand- 
ing prepayment  of  freight  for  goods  addressed  to  certain 
consignees  while  accepting  goods  addressed  to  other  con- 
signees without  prepayment.^*  It  is  a  carrier's  right  to 
demand  prepayment  on  all  shipments;  but  it  may  not 
distinguish  in  the  rates  charged  between  persons  who  pay 
in  advance  and  those  who  do  not.*'  It  may  be  provided 
by  a  rule  that  a  shipper  who  refuses  to  furnish  a  return 
address  should  be  required  to  prepay  express  charges.'* 
And  a  rule  of  the  carrier  that  no  cars  would  be  received 
from  connecting  lines  for  switching  unless  all  freight 
charges  were  prepaid  was  not  condemned.'^  While  car- 
riers may  provide  by  definite  tariff  provisions  free  from 
uncfue  discrimination,  for  the  advancement  of  storage  or 
transfer  charge,  the  Commission  is  without  authority  to 
compel  them  to  do  so. *• 

§  916.  Scope  of  present  jurisdiction. 

The  power  over  service  is  often  of  even  greater  impor- 
tance than  the  rate  itself.  But  the  Commission  has  said 
very  recently  that,  generally  speaking,  it  has  no  power 
whatever  to  order  a  railroad  to  operate  its  trains  in  ways 


"  RandaU  v.  Railroad,  108  N.  C. 
612,  13  S.  E.  137;  Brown  &  B.  Coal 
Co.  V.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  159 
Mich.  565,  124  N.  W.  528. 

Consequently  a  carrier  may  take 
goods  from  one  connecting  carrier 
with  which  it  is  closely  allied,  not 
only  not  demanding  its  charges  in 
advance,  but  also  advancing  to  the 
preceding  carrier  the  accrued  charges 
while  refusing  both  favors  to  a  rival 
connection.  Southern  Indiana  Exp. 
Co.  V.  United  States  Exp.  Co.,  92 
Fed.  1022,  36  C.  C.  A.  172. 

''  Gamble-Robinson  Conunission 
Co.  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  168 
Fed.  161,  94  C.  C.  A.  217. 

There  may  be  prepay  stations  at 
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which  the  carrier  delivers  freight  to 
the  consignee  directly,  and  without 
the  intervention  of  a  local  agent, 
and  to  which  consequently  consign- 
ments are  accepted  only  upon  the 
condition  of  charges  for  transporta- 
tion being  prepaid  by  the  shipper. 
Bml  V.  Raibt)ad8,  99  Tenn.  719,  63 
Am.  St.  Rep.  856. 

**  Boise  Commercial  Club  v. 
Adams  Express  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
115. 

»*  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C. 
380. 

"  Hollingshead  &  Co.  v.  P.  Co., 
25  I.  C.  C.  38. 

'^  Western  Classification  Case,  25 
I.  C.  C.  442. 
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it  might  feel  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  public  or  to 
maintain  its  property  as  it  might  feel  would  be  conducive 
to  the  safety  of  its  patrons.^"  And  in  another  late  case,  it 
disclaimed  any  power  of  a  general  character  to  compel  the 
performance  of  service  to  the  extent  of  ordering  an  express 
concern  which  had  sold  out  to  resume  business.^  On  the 
other  hand,  whatever  service  is  established  by  the  carrier 
must  be  duly  performed  in  accordance  with  the  undertak- 
ing. A  carrier  under  the  Act  as  amended  may  not  lawfully 
refuse  transportation  as  therein  defined,  but  must,  upon 
reasonable  request,  afford  the  same  upon  established  rates 
filed  and  kept  posted  as  required  by  law.^^  When  the  rules 
put  upon  the  shipper  the  risk  of  damage  from  freezing,  the 
Commission  has  said  ^  that  there  is  no  occasion  for  a  further 
rule  permitting  the  carrier  to  refuse  a  shipment  altogether.  ^^ 

§  917.  Freight  embargo  as  an  excuse. 

An  embargo  may  be  justifiable  because  of  the  physical 
inabiUty  of  the  carrier  for  some  reason  to  deal  with  traffic 
which  is  overwhelming  it;  but  an  embargo  placed  against 
connecting  carriers  because  of  their  failure  to  promptly 
return  cars  is  not  consonant  with  the  service  which  carriers 
constituting  through  routes  are  required  by  law  to  give.^^ 
It  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  admitting  of  no 
qualification,  that  a  manufacturer  or  merchant,  who  has 
traffic  to  move  and  is  ready  to  pay  a  reasonable  rate  for 
the  service,  has  the  right  to  have  it  moved,  and  to  have 
reasonable  rates  established  for  the  movement,  regardless 
of  the  fact  that  the  revenues  of  the  carrier  may  be  reduced 


^  New  England  Investigation,  27 
I.  C.  C.  560. 

The  Ck)mmis8ion  has  no  power  to 
take  action  upon  a  complaint  that 
an  insufficient  number  of  trains  are 
run.  I.  C.  C.  Conference  Ruling 
No.  296. 

'^Douglass  Shoe  Co.  v.  Adams 
Express  Co.,  19*  I.  C.  C.  539. 

The  Commission  cannot  prevent 


the  discontinuance  of  a  train.  I.  C. 
C.  Conference  Ruling  No.  296. 

»Waxelbaum  &  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L. 
R.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  178. 

"Protection  of  Potato  Shipments 
in  Winter,  28  I.  C.  C.  681. 

*^  Dubuque  Shippers'  Ass'n  v. 
C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  565. 

**  Missouri  &  Illinois  Coal  Co.  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  39. 
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by  reason  of  his  competition  with  other  shippers  in  the 
distant  markets;  and  he  has  the  ri^t  also  to  have  the 
benefit  of  through  routes  and  reasonable  joint  rates  to 
such  distant  markets  if  no  ''reasonable  or  satisfactory" 
through  routes  already  exist.  ^'  If,  when  the  line  is  blocked 
by  freight,  the  carrier  forwards  first  those  goods  which  are 
most  necessary  to  the  public,  it  can  hardly  be  said  that 
the  carrier  is  not  performing  its  public  duty;  thus  it  is  not 
improper  that  livestock,  pmshable  freights,  and  material 
or  supplies  for  the  railroad  should  be  excepted  from  any 
embargo  imposed/*  If  during  a  famine  period  in  supply- 
ing the  necessities  of  life  a  railroad  is  not  able  to  supply 
cars  for  its  other  traffic,  it  will  be  considered  that  no  un- 
just discrimination  is  shown/^ 

§  918.  Carriers  discriminating  against  its  rivals. 

Although  there  was  formerly  much  doubt  it  is  now  held 
that  jobbers  are  shippers;  and  that  every  shipper  is  en- 
titled  to  reasonable  rates,  but  the  right  of  a  middleman  as 
such  to  complain  of  a  blanket  rate  has  been  questioned  by 
the  Conunission  in  a  recent  proceeding.^  It  is  all  a 
question  of  getting  at  the  true  intent  of  the  legislative 
provisions  by  proper  interpretation;  and  the  courts  have 
recently  held*^  that  forwarders  collecting  goods  of  others 
were  as  much  within  the  Act  as  other  shippers,  and  could 
not  be  refused  carload  rates  enjoyed  by  others.^  An 
analogous  case  would  be  if  one  railroad  should  make  ap- 
plication to  another  railroad  inimical  to  it  to  forward  some 
materials  to  an  intersecting  point.  It  is  submitted  that 
it  is  the  clear  duty  of  the  railroad  to  which  this  application 
is  made  to  accept  the  shipment,  although  it  might  benefit 

«  Cardiff  Coal  Co.  v.  Chicago  W.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C. 

&  8.  P.  R.,  11  I.  C.  C.  460.  71. 

**  U.  S.  Daish  &  Sons  v.  C.  A.  &  ^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 

C.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C.  513.  sion  v.  D.  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  220  U.  S.  235, 
"  Wagner,  Zagelmeyer  &  Co.  v.  31  Sup.  Ct.  392. 

D.  &  M.  Co.,  13  I.  C.  C.  100,  «  See  Lunquist  v.'  Grand  Trunk 
^  Billings  Chamber  of  Commerce  Ry.,  121  Fed.  115. 
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much  this  road  to  which  the  application  is  made  to  cripple 
its  rival  by  refusing  to  transport  the  supplies.  ^^  A  carrier 
must  accede  to  every  proper  application  for  service,  al- 
though it  might  be  more  profitable  to  promote  its  o^m 
interests  by  imposing  conditions,  or  even  by  refusing  alto- 
gether.^ 

§  919.  Railroad  cutting  its  own  rates  for  itself. 

This  development  which  is  going  on  in  the  law  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  all  some  years  ago  by  a  striking 
decision  handed  down  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court 
in  regard  to  the  coal  roads — New  York,  New  Haven  & 
Hartford  Railroad  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.^^ 
The  complaint  in  that  case  was  filed  by  the  attorney- 
general  under  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  which  forbid  personal  discrimination,  charging  that 
traffic  was  being  moved  at  less  than  the  published  rates. 
It  was  shown  that  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Railroad  had 
sold  to  the  New  York,  New  Haven  and  Hartford  Railroad 
sixty  thousand  tons  of  coal  to  be  deUvered  to  the  buyer  at 
$2.75  per  ton ;  and  it  was  averred  that  the  price  of  the  coal 
at  the  mines  where  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  bought  it  and 
the  cost  of  transportation  from  Newport  News  to  Con- 
necticut would  aggregate  $2.47  per  ton,  thus  leaving  to  the 
Chesapeake  and  Ohio  only  about  twenty-eight  cents  a  ton 
for  carrying  the  coal  from  the  Kanawha  district  to  New- 
port News,  whilst  the  published  tariff  for  like  carriage  from 
the  same  district  was  $1.45  per  ton.  Upon  these  facts  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  decided  that  there  was 
in  effect  the  evil  of  personal  discrimination  against  other 
shippers  in  this  arrangement;  and  the  final  decree,  there- 
fore, was  that  the  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  was  perpetually  en- 
joined from  taking  less  than  its  published  tariff  of  freight 
rates,  by  means  of  dealing  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  coal.^^ 

«  Rogers  Locomotive  &  Machine  "  200  U.  S.  361,  26  Sup.  Ct.  272. 

W.  V.  Erie  R.  R.,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  379.  **  Whether  express  companies  are 

^  See  Johnson  v.  Dominion  Exp.  discriminating  in  favor  of  themselves 

Co.,  28  Ontario  Rep.  203.  in   transporting   money.     American 
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Topic  B.    Provision  of  Reasonable  Facilities 

§  920.  Not  required  by  origmal  Act. 

The  original  Interstate  Commerce  Act  did  not  require  or 
give  the  Commission  power  to  require  that  carriers  should 
furnish  reasonable  facilities;  though  it  did  forbid  any  dis- 
crimination in  furnishing  faciUties.  The  common  law  re- 
quired the  furnishing  of  such  facilities;  but  since  the  Act 
was  silent,  the  Commission  could  not  require  a  carrier  to 
furnish  cars.''  Nor  could  it  require  a  railroad  to  furnish 
refrigerator  cars  for  the  carriage  of  fruit.^^  So  it  would  not 
order  a  railroad  to  deliver  carload  freight  in  bulk  to  a 
connecting  road.^'^  Nor  was  a  railroad  under  the  Act 
obliged  to  allow  a  steamboat  access  to  its  wharf.  ^  In  the 
same  way  under  the  original  Act  a  railroad  was  not  bound 
to  provide  and  maintain  a  spur  track  to  the  premises  of  a 
shipper.'*"  And  carriers  were  allowed  to  make  their  time- 
tables and  train  service  without  dictation.^ 


§  921.  Orders  concerning  freight  delivery. 

Although  railroad  service  does  not  commonly  con- 
template delivery  to  the  premises  of  the  consignee  by 
wagon,  if  the  custom  has  prevailed  the  Commission  will 
now  order  store  delivery  under  its  present  powers.**  But 
carriers  were  not  required  to  resume  delivery  of  melons  at 
a  certain  pier  in  New  York,  conditions  justifying  a 
change  of  the  place  of  delivery  from  New  York  to  Jersey 


Bankers'  Aas'n  v.  American  Express 
Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  15. 

M  Scofield  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
lly.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  67,  2  I.  C.  C. 
90;  Kice  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  <&  B.  R. 
H.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  841,  5  I.  C.  C. 
193. 

**  Re  Transportation  &  Refrigera- 
tion  of  Fruit,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
360. 

"  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  R.,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rop.  173. 

'•Uwaco  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Ore- 

[  838  ] 


gon  S.  L.  &  U.  N.  Ry.,  57  Fed.  673, 
6  C.  C.  A.  495,  5  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
627. 

"  Mt.  Vernon  Milling  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  194;  Red  Rock  Fuel  Co.  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  11  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  438. 

**  Loch  Lynn  Construction  Co. 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
396. 

"Wholesale  Fruit  &  P.  Ass'n  v. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  14 1.  C.  C.  4. 
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City.^  Merchants  of  Washington,  D.  C,  located  on 
Fourteenth  street,  northwest,  between  Florida  avenue  and 
Park  road,  are  subjected  to  undue  prejudice  by  being 
compelled  to  pay  a  drayage  charge  on  less-than-carload 
freight  shipments,  while  merchants  located  in  Georgetown 
are  given  free  pick-up  and  deUvery  service."  In  the 
express  business  on  the  other  hand,  personal  delivery  to 
the  consignee  is  the  normal  service.  The  Commission  ha^ 
laid  it  down  that  there  should  be  definite  rules  concerning 
delivery  of  express  traffic;  and  when  free  delivery  is  made, 
the  free  delivery  limits  must  be  plainly  indicated,  this 
information  being  made  pubUc  in  the  express  tariffs  and 
in  the  express  directory.*^ 

§  922.  Contracts  with  grain  elevators. 

As  to  grain  elevators  the  rule  is  practically  established 
that  the  railroad  must  deUver  at  their  private  siding  to 
all  of  them  that  are  along  its  route.  Grain  in  bulk  is  a 
peculiar  kind  of  freight,  which  as  a  commercial  matter 
requires  special  deUvery.  And  as  this  is  a  duty  owed  by 
the  railroad  to  its  patrons,  it  would  not  be  legal  for  it  to 
make  a  discrimination  in  favor  of  one  grain  elevator  re- 
quiring its  patrons  to  receive  grain  consigned  to  them 
through  it  and  pay  to  its  proprietor  his  fixed  charge.^* 
Against  such  a  possibility  more  than  one  court  has  ur- 
gently protested.  ''May  such  railroad  companies,  in  like 
manner,  discriminate  between  grain  elevators  in  the  same 
place, — constitute  one  elevator  its  depot  for  the  delivery 
of  grain,  and  force  competing  interests  to  receive  from  and 
transfer  the  grain  consigned  to  them  through  such  selected 
and  favored  channel?  If  railroad  corporations  possess 
such  right,  they  can  destroy  a  refractory  manufacturer, 
exterminate,  or  very  materially  cripple  competition.'' •*" 

"<* Bahrenburg  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  A.  •'Chicago   &    Northwestern    Ry. 

C.  L.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  561.  Co.    v.   People   of   Illinois,    56   111. 

"  Casassa  v.  P.  R.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  629.  365. 

"  In  re  Express  Rates,  24  I.  C.  C.  ••*  See  also  Roby  v.  State  ex  rd., 

380.  76  Neb.  450,  107  N.  W.  766. 
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§  923.  Arrangements  with  stockyards. 

The  relative  positions  of  the  railroads  and  the  stock- 
yards will  be  discussed  later  at  greater  length.  It  will 
then  be  seen  that  although  the  decision  at  first  was  other- 
wise it  now  seems  to  be  held  that  there  is  no  duty  owed 
to  the  owner  of  cattle  to  make  special  delivery  of  them  at 
any  place  along  the  line  that  he  wishes.  Consequently 
it  is  held  that  the  railroad  may  designate  certain  points  of 
delivery  reasonably  convenient,  as  it  may  of  other  freight 
which  it  has  undertaken  to  carry.  Upon  this  basis  the 
courts  have  been  willing  to  permit  the  railroad  to  designate 
one  of  several  stockyards  as  its  cattle  station  in  effect, 
where  it  will  deliver  cattle  consigned  to  that  point  and 
have  accordingly  justified  it  in  refusing  to  deUver  at  other 
stockyards.  This  was  well  enough  so  long  as  the  courts 
held  strictly  as  they  once  did  ®*  that  no  charge  could  be 
made  under  such  circumstances  against  the  shipments  for 
yardage  if  the  consignee  was  ready  to  take  the  cattle  away. 
But  under  the  latest  decisions  the  courts  have  permitted 
the  stockyards  company  to  make  an  additional  charge, 
considering  it  to  be  a  connecting  service.*^  It  would  seem, 
therefore,  that  there  is  danger  in  the  present  situation 
that  the  railroad  will  not  fulfill  its  duty. 

§  924.  Service  at  private  sidings. 

Generally  speaking  at  common  law  one  who  has  freight 
to  ship  must  bring  it  to  the  estabUshed  freight  stations. 
No  matter  how  large  the  business  of  a  particular  shipper 
may  be,  the  doctrine  of  the  courts  was  that  he  could  not 


•♦Covington  S.  Y.  CJo.  v.  Keith, 
139  U.  S.  128,  35  L.  ed.  73,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  461.  See  also  Butchers'  &  D. 
8.  Y.  Co.  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R. 
Co.,  67  Fed.  35,  14  CCA.  290. 
Coe  V,  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co., 
3  Fed.  775,  is  practically  overruled 
on  this  point. 

•'Interstate     Com.     Comm.     v. 
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Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.,  186 
U.  S.  320,  46  L.  ed.  1182,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  824.  See  also  Central  S.  Y.  Co. 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  192 
U.  S.  568,  48  L.  ed.  565,  24  Sup.  Ct. 
339.  See  further  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Central  S.  Y.  Co.,  212 
U.  S.  132,  53  L.  ed.  441,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
246. 
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insist  upon  having  cars  handled  from  his  private  switch.*" 
And  certainly  in  any  particular  case  the  rights  of  the 
railroad  are  so  far  paramount  that  a  showing  that  the 
operation  of  a  switch  connection  might  be  dangerous  will 
be  fatal  to  the  appUcation.  There  were  extreme  cases, 
where  even  at  common  law  it  would  be  unreasonable  to 
enforce  this  usual  regulation  that  all  must  bring  their 
freight  to  the  stations.  For  pecuUar  shipments,  such  as 
coal  and  ore,  grain  and  oil — to  give  four  examples^ — 
special  acceptance  along  the  tracks  at  private  sidings  has 
always  been  regarded  as  so  necessary  in  the  case  of  such 
bulky  freight  as  to  distinguish  the  case  from  that  of  package 
freight. 

§  926.  Installing  switches  now  under  the  Act. 

The  duty  of  providing  switching  privileges  was  placed 
upon  railroads  in  England  in  1904  and  almost  directly 
thereafter  was  imposed  in  the  United  States  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  of  1906.  Under  these  provisions  as  they 
originally  read  authorizing  the  Commission  to  order  a 
main  line  to  establish  in  proper  cases  a  switch  coimection 
with  a  branch  line,  the  Supreme  Court  ^  held  that  the  ap- 
plication could  only  be  made  by  a  shipper  and  not  by  a 
carrier,  it  not  being  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  give 
a  roving  commission  to  every  road  that  might  see  fit  to 
make  a  descent  upon  a  main  line.  This  wording  of  the 
Act  was  changed  in  1910  so  as  to  give  the  lateral  road  a 
chance  to  apply  for  a  connecting  switch;  but  the  Supreme 
Court  ^  has  thereupon  held  that  the  line  must  be  truly  a 


"See  Jones  v.  Newport  N.  &  M. 
V.  R.  R.,  65  Fed.  736,  31  U.  S.  App. 
92,  13  C.  C.  A.  95;  also  Mercantile 
Trust  Co.  V.  Columbus  S.  &  H.  R. 
R.,  90  Fed.  148,  and  Industrial  Sid- 
ing Case,  140  N.  C.  239,  52  S.  E. 
941. 

•'See  Harp  v.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G. 
R.  R.,  125  Fed.  445,  61  C.  C.  C.  405; 
also  Olanta  Coal  M.  Co.  v.  Beech 


Creek  R.  R.,  144  Fed.  150,  and 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.  v.  People,  56 
111.  365. 

^  Interstate  Commerce  Conmiis- 
sion  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.  Co., 
216  U.  S.  531,  54  L.  ed.  605,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  415. 

•*  United  States  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  S.  W.  Ry.,  226  U.  S.  14,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  5. 
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lateral  one,  not  a  competing  line  in  part  parallel.  It  has 
been  held  in  a  State  court  that  a  railroad  company  may 
still  enter  into  an  agreement  as  to  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions upon  which  a  spur  track  for  a  private  customer  shall 
be  installed,  unless  they  do  in  fact  involve  or  contem- 
plate some  discrimination  against  other  persons  seeking  or 
enjoying  like  privileges.^®  The  power  of  the  Commission  to 
require  switch  connection  is  not  founded  upon  any  con- 
tractual relationship  existing  between  carriers  and  those 
entitled  to  invoke  the  benefit  of  the  statute;  and  the 
Commission  is  without  jurisdiction  to  compel  defendants  to 
specifically  perform  a  contract  in  respect  thereto  or  to 
award  damages  for  the  breach  thereof.'* 

§  926.  Basis  for  ordering  switch  connection. 

Under  the  Act  the  safety  of  main-line  traffic  must  be 
considered  in  locating  switches."  And  the  Commission 
realizes  that  the  carrier  should  be  left  a  range  of  discretion 
in  locating  a  side  track.^^  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
Commission  has  no  authority  to  order  construction  of 
side  tracks,  only  switch  connection.*^*  Therefore,  the  car- 
rier can  demand  an  advancement  by  the  shipper  before  it 
will  undertake  to  build  a  switch.^^  In  various  cases  the 
Commission  has  found  that  the  record  presents  no  state  of 
facts  upon  which  Commission  may  order  connection  with 
complainant's  plant/^  And  unless  there  is  reason  enough 
for  switch  coimection  in  the  traffic  offered,  no  order  will  be 
made.'^  But  a  shipper  has  a  right  to  ask  for  a  switch 
even  if  he  has  another  outlet  for  his  traffic  by  another 

» Cedar   Rapida   G.    &  E.   Light  '*  Winters  Paint  Co.  v.  Chicago, 

Co.  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.,  M.  &  St.  P.,  16  I.  C.  C.  587. 

145  la.  528,  124  N.  W.  323.  "*  McRae    Terminal    R.    Co.    v. 

"  Ralston  Townsite  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Southern  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  546. 

Ry.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  354.  "  Consolidated  Pump  Co.   v.   L. 

"  Reiter,  Curtis  &  HiU  v.  N.  Y.  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  27  I.  C  C.  519. 

S.  &  W.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  290.  "  Cormick  v.  Chicago,   B.  &  Q. 

"  Weleetka  L.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Ft.  S.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  611. 
&  W.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  503. 
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railroad.^*  Switch  connections  may  be  ordered  between 
rail  lines  and  the  docks  of  a  steamship  company;  and  the 
powers  of  the  Commission  in  this  respect  have  been  made 
more  ample  by  recent  legislation.^'  And  generally  speaking 
the  Commission  is  not  unmindful  of  the  importance  of 
enabling  shippers  to  have  goods  loaded  at  any  point  with- 
out necessity  of  hauling  them  to  a  station.** 

§  927.  Any  discriminatory  treatment  forbidden. 

It  may  or  may  not  be  undue  prejudice  to  refuse  spur 
service  to  particular  mine.^^  Because  a  spur  track  is  in- 
cluded in  service  of  one  carrier  it  does  not  follow  that 
service  of  another  carrier  without  a  spur  track  is  inade- 
quate.^^ But  where  a  switch  is  in,  discrimination  results 
from  a  refusal  to  deliver  livestock  shipments  to  com- 
plainant's side  track.^'  It  is  not  clearly  a  discrimination, 
but  more  in  nature  of  a  tort,  for  a  carrier  to  close  shipper's 
switch  and  refuse  to  place  cars  thereon.*^  This  is  well 
explained  in  the  case,®^  where  the  Supreme  Court  squarely 
held  that  a  railroad  might  enter  into  a  traffic  agreement 
with  one  railroad  connecting  with  it,  involving  through 
billing  at  a  joint  rate,  and  at  the  same  time  refuse  to  enter 
into  a  similar  agreement  with  another  railroad,  travers- 
ing the  same  territory  as  the  first  and  having  the  same  ter- 
minus. The  court  went  so  far  in  another  case  as  to  say 
that  an  interstate  carrier  which  enters  mto  an  arrange- 
ment with  a  connecting  carrier  for  through  billing,  rating, 
and  loading  and  for  the  use  of  its  tracks  and  terminals, 
is  not  obliged  to  make  the  same  arrangements  with  other 

7«  Railway  &  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  14  v.  S.  P.  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  R.  R.,  19  I. 

I.  C.  C.  191.  C.  C.  11. 

"In    re    Wharfage    FacilitieB    at  ** Baltimore  Butchers'  Live  Stock 

Pensaoola,  27  I.  C.  C.  252.  Co.  v.  O.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C. 

»  May  Bros.  v.  Y.  &  M.  V.  R.  R.,  124. 

26  I.  C.  C.  323.  •*  Hillsdale  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

»» Chicago  W.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  356. 

C,   B.  &  Q.   R.   R.,  23   I.  C.  C.  "Atchison,   T.  &  8.   F.   Ry.   v. 

13.  Denver  &  N.  O.  R.  R.,  110  U.  S. 

><  Southern   California  Sugar  Co.  667,  28  L.  ed.  291,  4  Sup.  Ct.  185. 
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connecting  carriers,  though  the  physical  faciUties  for  an 
interchange  of  traffic  are  the  same.^^ 

§  928.  Establishment  of  stations. 

It  is  everywhere  agreed  that  the  State  may  by  statute 
estabUsh  stations  at  places  where  the  public  need  requires 
them.  Where  a  station  was  ordered  in  a  place  where  it 
was  obvious  there  was  practically  no  business  whatsoever 
nor  any  prospect  of  any  being  developed  the  court  set 
the  statute  aside.^^  By  the  progressive  view  of  this  ques- 
tion the  courts  are  held  to  have  general  jurisdiction  to 
compel  a  railroad  to  establish  stations  in  reasonable 
places.^  In  the  leading  case  in  Illinois,  the  court  without 
aid  of  special  legislation  itself  ordered  the  opening  of  a 
station  for  a  community  of  1800  inhabitants,  through 
which  a  railroad  was  running  without  stopping.®*  In  a 
more  extreme  case  still  in  New  Hampshire  the  court 
ordered  two  railroads  to  join  in  the  construction  of  a 
union  station.^  Speaking  generally  wherever  there  is  a 
community  which  has  business  enough  to  make  the  es- 
tabUshment  of  the  station  plainly  profitable,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  the  railroad  is  acting  unreasonably  in  not 
establishing  a  station  there  at  once.  Assmning  the  Com- 
mission to  have  power  to  require  a  common  carrier  to  locate 
or  relocate  and  maintain  a  station  at  a  given  point,  such 
power  should  not  be  exercised  unless  all  the  facts  and  con- 
ditions clearly  indicate  that  the  interests  of  the  general 
public  in  the  locaUty  involved  are  materially  impaired  by 
the  lack  of  such  facilities.**  It  has  been  said  by  the  CJom- 
mission  that  aside  from  the  question  of  its  authority  to  order 
restoration  of  stations,  that  none  was  needed  in  the  cases  as 

»  Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  "  People  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R., 

Louis  S.  W.,  63  Fed.  775.  130  111.  175,  22  N.  E.  857. 

w  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  Co.  V.  State,  » Concord   &    M.  R.  R.   Co.  v. 

91  Ark.  358,  121  S.  W.  284.  Boston   &    M.    R.    R.,    67    N.   H. 

"Florida,  C.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  464. 

State  ex  rel.,  31   Fla.  482,   13  So.  »» Jones  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.,  12 

103.  L  C.  C.  14. 
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yet  brought  before  it.*^  The  exact  location  of  express  offices 
is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Commission  if  the  public  is 
being  served  adequately.*^.  But  an  order  was  recently  made 
that  respondents  should  provide  a  receiving  depot  for  oysters 
in  the  section  of  city  where  complainants  were  located.** 

§  929.  Protection  of  its  terminals. 

Pursuant  to  the  proviso  of  the  Act  the  Commission  has 
several  times  had  occasion  to  say  that  it  had  no  authority 
to  require  one  railroad  to  give  the  use  of  its  terminal  facilities 
to  another.  The  language  is  explicit  to  the  effect  that 
railroads  cannot  be  required  to  open  their  terminals  to 
traffic  brought  to  or  carried  from  that  locality  by  their 
competitors.*^  On  the  other  hand,  if  carriers  offer  each 
to  the  other  the  use  of  their  respective  tracks  or  terminals; 
as  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  freight  is  actually  inter- 
changed after  its  arrival  at  the  terminal,  and  for  this 
service  charges  are  provided  m  tariffs  published  and  filed, 
it  follows  that,  having  elected  to  perform  this  service, 
the  charges  therefor  must  be  reasonable.**  And,  as  a 
shipper  has  a  right  to  have  carload  property  transported 
from  and  to  interstate  points  at  through  rates,  transport- 
ing cars  to  or  from  complainant's  terminal  is  not  giving 
use  of  its  tracks  and  terminal  facilities  within  meaning 
of  third  section.*^  The  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff  is  at 
great  disadvantage  in  its  business,  because  it  could  not 
get  similar  treatment,  is  not  enough  to  move  the  court 
to  feel  that  there  had  been  any  illegal  discrimination; 
the  question  is  whether  the  company  is  giving  proper 
service  over  its  own  lines  for  business  offered.** 

»« Snook  V.  Central  R.  R.  of  N.  ••  Morris  Iron  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R. 

C,  17  I.  C.  C.  375.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  R.  240. 

*'  American     Bankers'     Ass'n     v.  "  Merchants'    &    M'fg    Ass'n    v. 

American  Express  Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  Penn.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  474. 

15.  ^  Peoria  Terminal  Case,  26  I.  C. 

»« Atlantic  Packing  Co.  v.  Am.  Exp.  C.  226. 

Co.,  28 1.  C.  C.  244.  "Pittsburg    Switching    Case,    28 

I.  C.  C.  621. 
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Topic  C.    Supply  of  Equipment 

§  930.  Basis  of  the  duty  to  supply  equipment 

It  must  be  obvious  that  the  provision  of  adequate  facili- 
ties in  the  conduct  of  the  business  which  has  been  under- 
taken is  one  of  the  fundamental  obligations  resting  upon 
those  who  undertake  a  pubUc  service;  for  without  the 
recognition  of  this  duty  to  take  reasonable  steps  to  provide 
proper  facilities  the  general  requirement  of  service  would 
be  idle.**  To  apply  this  rule  to  the  transportation  of 
freight,  the  carrier  performs  his  pubUc  duty  only  by  pro- 
viding reasonably  for  the  normal  fluctuations  in  offerings 
of  freight.  "The  sufficiency  of  such  accommodations  must 
be  determined  by  the  amount  of  freight  and  the  number  of 
passengers  ordinarily  transported  on  any  given  line  of 
road.  The  duty  of  a  company  to  the  public,  in  this 
respect,  is  not  pecuUar  to  any  season  of  the  year,  or  to 
any  particular  emergency  that  may  possibly  arise  in  the 
course  of  its  business.  The  amount  of  business  ordinarily 
done  by  the  road  is  the  only  proper  measure  of  its  obliga- 
tion to  furnish  transportation.  If  by  reason  of  a  sudden 
and  unusual  demand  for  stock  or  produce  in  the  market, 
or  from  any  other  cause,  there  should  be  an  unexpected 
influx  of  business  to  the  road,  this  obligation  will  be  fully 
met  by  shipping  such  stock  or  produce  in  the  order  and 
priority  of  time  in  which  it  is  offered."  ^ 

§  931.  Commission  jurisdiction  over  facilities. 

Car  furnishing  is  part  of  transportation  under  the  Act 


"Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Atlanta 
Sand  &  S.  Co.  (Ga.),  68  S.  E. 
807. 

A  carrier  is  liable  in  an  action  at 
law  for  refusing  to  furnish  cars  for 
the  shipment  of  cross-ties  while  at 
the  same  time  furnishing  cars  to 
others  for  the  interstate  shipment 
of  other  freight.  American  Tie  & 
Timber  Co.  v.  K.  C.  S.  Ry.  Co.,  175 
Fed.  2S. 
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^  Fagg,  J.,  in  Ballentine  v.  North 
Mo.  R.  R.  Co.,  40  Mo.  491,  93  Am. 
Dec.  315. 

The  provision  of  cars  and  the 
distribution  thereof  is  dependent 
upon  what  seemed  to  be  and  now 
is  reasonable  and  proper  under  all 
the  circumstances  and  conditions. 
People  ex  rel  v.  St.  L.  A.  &  T.  H. 
R.  R.,  176  lU.  512,  52  N.  E.  292,  35 
L.  R.  A.  656. 
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as  amended;  and  the  Commission  has  full  jurisdiction  to 
see  that  a  railroad  provides  transportation  as  therein  de- 
fined upon  reasonable  terms  and  without  discrimination.^ 
But  where  there  is  no  discrimination  shown  the  Commis- 
sion formerly  declined  to  require  a  carrier  to  furnish  a 
car  shed  under  which  perishable  freight  might  be  loaded 
without  damage  from  the  weather,  or  to  furnish  cars  in 
proper  repair,  clean,  dry,  and  in  suitable  condition  for 
carrying  produce.'  The  Act  now  lays  upon  the  carriers 
the  duty  to  provide  transportation  facilities.^  In  a  late 
proceeding  the  complainant's  prayer  for  the  restoration 
of  the  sleeping-car  service  formerly  maintained  by  defend- 
ants between  certain  points  was  dismissed,  but  the  question 
of  jurisdiction  was  not  decided.^  Under  the  present  ex- 
tension of  its  powers,  however,  there  is  no  doubt  of  the 
duty  of  carriers  under  the  Act  to  furnish  cars  suitable 
for  transportation.*  And  the  Commission  has  recently 
held  that  it  is  the  obUgation  of  carriers  engaged  in  that 
traffic  to  furnish  adequate  number  of  cars  for  the  handUng 
at  Galveston  of  export  cotton.^ 

§  932.  The  obligation  treated  reasonably. 

When  adequate  provision  is  made  for  usual  business, 
it  can  hardly  be  said  that  the  carrier  has  not  fulfilled  his 
duty.  The  general  principle  is  well  stated  in  its  applica- 
tion to  a  particular  case  in  an  early  proceeding  before 
the  Commission,  under  section  3:  ''The  vast  fluctuations 
and  unforeseen  developments  of  commerce,  or  the  fault 
or  misfortune  of  some  one  or  more  connecting  lines,  may 
occasionally  bring  about  a  condition  of  affairs  in  which 
the  best  managed   railroad,   and  with   the  most  ample 

2  Arlington     Heights    Fruit     Ex-  homa  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  25  I. 

change  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  106.  C.  C.  120. 

*Ponchatoula  Farmers'   Ass'n  v.  'Southwestern    Missouri    Millers'                                  I 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  513.  Club  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  26  I. 

*  Coal  Rates  on  Stony  Fork  Branch,  C.  C.  245. 
26  I.  C.  C.  186.  ^  Galveston   Commercial  Ass'n  v. 

*  Corporation  Commission  of  Oklar  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  216. 
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freight  equipment,  is  unable  to  move  at  once  as  promptly 
as  tendered  all  the  freight  upon  its  line,  and  this  without 
any  fault  of  its  own.  It  certainly  is  the  duty  of  every 
railroad  company  to  provide  itself  with  a  sufficient  freight 
equipment  and  to  keep  this  well  in  hand  for  the  prompt 
movement  of  freight  over  its  line,  based  upon  known  and 
probable  estimates  of  the  business  of  a  season."  ® 


§  933.  Provision  of  special  equipment 

In  a  diversified  business,  such  as  common  carriage,  a 
special  equipment  of  various  sorts  must  often  be  provided. 
In  the  case  of  the  railroads  very  different  cars  of  course 
are  requisite  for  the  transfer  of  passengers  and  of  freight. 
And  although  many  kinds  of  freight  may  be  transported 
in  open  cars  with  safety,  more  kinds  require  box  cars. 
But  in  the  conduct  of  a  modem  railroad  far  more  faciUties 
than  these  simpler  forms  have  been  found  to  be  necessary. 
Thus  for  the  transportation  of  many  perishable  food  stuflfs, 
such  as  butter  and  fruit,  refrigerator  cars  have  been 
found  to  be  indispensable ;  and  it  is  generally  held  in  modem 
cases  that  these  improved  cars  are  imperatively  demanded 
for  the  proper  transportation  of  perishable  articles.*  The 
same  law,  by  reason  of  the  same  necessity,  appUes  to  the 
provision  of  ventilator  cars  for  those  commodities  which 
would  be  injured  by  transportation  in  closed  cars.^**  As 
soon  as  the  railways  begin  the  transportation  of  Uvestock 
upon  a  large  scale,  as  part  of  their  regular  business,  the 
provision  of  special  stock  cars  becomes  necessary.  ^^    And 


*  Riddle,  Dean  &  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh 
&  L.  E.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  689. 

Generally  speaking,  freight  cars 
should  be  made  to  fit  the  business; 
but  within  reasonable  limits  business 
may  be  required  to  adapt  itself  to 
the  car.  Western  Classification  Case, 
25  I.  C.  C.  442. 

9  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  8.  Ry.  v.  Ren- 
froe,  82  Ark.  143,  100  S.  W.  889,  10 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  317. 
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*^  Forrester  v.  Southern  Ry.  Co., 
147  N.  C.  553,  18  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
506,  61  S.  E.  524. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to 
furnish  necessary  equipment  for  the 
movement  of  the  potato  traffic  from 
Maine  to  New  England.  In  re 
Advances  on  Potatoes,  25  I.  C.  C. 
159. 

»iDi  Giorgio  I.  &  S.  S.  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.,   104  Md, 
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so  where  a  railroad  runs  through  a  district  shipping  large 
quantities  of  oil  it  should,  it  seems,  equip  itself  with  tank 
cars  to  meet  the  commercial  necessity  of  shipment  in 
bulk.^^  These  cases  would  seem  to  justify  the  generaliza- 
tion that  wherever  the  territory  served  by  the  railroad 
produces  in  sufficient  quantities  commodities  which  re- 
quire special  equipment  for  their  proper  shipment  such 
equipment  should  be  provided. 

§  934.  Demand  foreseen  although  unusual. 

If,  then,  the  abnormal  demand  should  have  been  fore- 
seen by  a  reasonable  management,  it  is  in  default  unless 
it  has  made  every  effort  to  meet  the  emergency.  Thus  in 
the  conduct  of  passenger  business,  when  it  is  known  that 
some  exhibition  or  other  event  will  bring  together  a  large 
number  of  people,  the  transportation  lines  should  make 
seasonable  allotment  of  facilities  to  meet  the  extraordinary 
demand  at  this  point."  But  if  the  number  of  passengers 
applying  is  unprecedentedly  large  the  railroad  is  of  course 
excused,  if  it  has  provided  as  much  additional  service  as 
would  seem  to  be  necessary  at  such  a  time.^^  A  recent 
case  goes  so  far  as  to  hold  that  if  a  railroad  had  not  pro- 
vided sufficient  equipment  to  move  the  cotton  crop  each 
recurring  season,  a  plea  in  its  defense  that  in  the  par- 
ticular season  the  crop  was  above  average  will  not  save  it.^^ 
And  in  a  still  later  case  it  was  held  that  a  railroad  com- 


693,  66  Atl.  426,  8  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
108. 

»  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Penna.  Ry.,  137  Fed.  343,  70  C.  C. 
A.  23. 

Where  special  preparation  is  re- 
quired to  fit  the  car  for  shipment  of 
particular  commodity,  task  devolves 
upon  shipper.  Southwestern  Mis- 
souri Millers'  Club  v.  St.  L.  &  S. 
F.  R.  R.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  245. 

"  Chicago  &  A.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dum- 
ser,  161  Ul.  190,  43  N.  E.  698. 

54 


^*  Gordon  v.  Manchester  &  L.  R. 
R.  Co.,  52  N.  H.  596, 13  Am.  Rep.  97. 

In  one  important  investigation, 
proposed  remedies  for  car  shortage 
were  considered,  such  as  curtailment 
of  reconsignment  privileges;  restrict- 
ing warehousing  in  cars;  car  clearing- 
house; increasing  car  rental;  recipro- 
cal car  demurrage.  In  the  Matter 
of  Car  Shortage,  12  I.  C.  C.  561. 

» Yazoo  &  M.  V.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Blum  Co.,  88  Miss.  180,  40  So.  748, 
10  L.  R.  A.  (X.  S.)  432. 
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pany  which  had  obligated  itself  to  furnish  refrigerator 
cars  to  transport  garden  truck  to  market  cannot  escape 
iiabiUty  for  breach  of  that  duty  upon  the  ground  that  the 
crop  was  unusually  large,  if  it  was  no  larger  than  might 
reasonably  have  been  expected  from  the  acreage  planted, 
knowledge  of  which  the  railroad  company  either  had,  or 
had  the  means  of  obtaining." 

§  936.  Reasonable  time  to  increase  facilities. 

When  it  is  said  that  the  company  is  responsible  for  not 
meeting  an  increase  in  demand  which  has  been  foreseen, 
this  is  subject  to  the  qualification  that  the  company  shall 
be  given  a  reasonable  time  after  it  should  have  anticipated 
the  future  demands  to  equip  itself  for  them.  And  it  must 
be  recognized  that  this  is  often  a  matter  of  considerable 
time.  It  is  a  long  time  after  orders  for  railroad  equip- 
ment have  been  placed  before  rolling  stock,  particularly 
locomotives,  is  delivered.  ^^  Sheer  physical  impossibility 
need  not  be  shown;  commercial  impracticability  is  enough. 
Doubtless  a  granger  railroad  has  at  every  harvest  time 
more  demand  for  grain  cars  than  it  can  instantly  supply. 
But  to  buy  sufficient  cars  to  meet  every  demand  the  very 
day  it  is  made,  would  leave  perhaps  idle  during  the  year 
ten  times  the  number  of  cars  that  the  average  business 
demands.  This  would  inevitably  react  upon  the  freight 
rate,  increasing  it  to  a  unbearable  extent.    If  the  manage- 


"  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Geraty, 
166  Fed.  10,  91  C.  C.  A.  602,  20  L. 
R..  A.  (N.  S.)  310. 

Carriers  who  hold  themselves  out 
as  prepared  to  furnish  cars  of  various 
sizes  and  apply  charges  based  upon 
the  size  of  the  car,  confer  upon  the 
shipper  a  legal  right  to  demand  a 
car  of  certain  size.  Riverside  Mills 
V.  G.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  434. 

"See  to  this  effect:  St.  Louis  S. 
W.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Clay  Ginn.  Co.,  77 
Ark.  357,  92  S.  W.  531;  Mauldin  v. 
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Seaboard  Air  Line  Ry.  Co.,  73  S.  C. 
9,  52  S.  E.  677. 

It  is  not  reasonable  that  carriers 
unable  to  supply  shippers  with  suffi- 
cient cars  of  large  or  average  capacity 
should  make  such  minimum  loading 
requirements  as  cannot  be  practically 
complied  with  as  to  the  smaller  cars 
in  order  that  they  may  obtain  as 
much  earnings  from  shipments 
therein  as  from  those  in  the  larger 
and  superior  cars.  Wiemer  &  Rich 
v.  C.  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  12  I.  C.  C.  462. 
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ment  of  such  a  railway  provides  sufficient  cars  to  move 
the  crop  within  reasonable  time  to  meet  the  market, 
it  would  seem  that  it  is  doing  all  that  should  be  re- 
quired. ^^ 

§  936.  Carriage  through  in  same  cars. 

Whether  a  railroad  is  compelled  by  its  duty  to  afford 
reasonable  facilities  for  interchange  of  traffic  to  receive 
a  carload  of  freight  from  a  connecting  road  and  carry  it 
through  without  breaking  bulk  was  once  not  clear.  ^*  It  was 
early  held,  however,  that  a  boycotted  road  could  compel  a 
connecting  road  to  do  so,  in  spite  of  a  threatened  strike  of 
its  employees.^  In  another  case  at  about  the  same  time  ^* 
it  was  held  that  through  car  service  could  not  be  asked. 
In  Little  Rock  Railroad  v.  St.  Liouis  Southwestern  Rail- 
way ^^  it  was  broadly  said,  '^The  third  section  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Act  does  not  require  an  interstate  carrier 
to  receive  freight  in  the  cars  in  which  it  is  tendered  by  a 
connecting  carrier,  and  to  transport  it  in  such  cars,  paying 
a  mileage  rate  thereon,  when  it  has  cars  of  its  own  that 
are  available  for  the  service,  and  the  freight  will  not  be 
injured  by  transfer.''  But  a  railroad  may  well  profess  to 
furnish  cars  for  service  beyond  its  route,  as  was  said  in 
St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  v.  State.^*  ''For  one  railroad  company 
to  be  an  Ishmaelite  among  its  associates  would  operate  dis- 
astrously to  its  shippers.  The  shippers  of  Arkansas  expect 
the  public  carriers  to  put  their  cotton  to  the  spinners  in  New 
England  and  their  fruits  to  the  North,  and  their  lumber  and 

"  See  to  this  effect:  State  ex  rel.  ^®  See  Michigan  C.  R.  R.  v.  Smith- 

V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.,  71  son,  45  Mich.  212,  7  N.  W.  791. 

Neb.  593,  99  N.  W.  309,  and  State  =»  In  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  v. 

ex  rel.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.,  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  Ry.,  34  Fed. 

72  Neb.  542,  101  N.  W.  323.  481. 

Carrier  should  not  be  required  to  '*  Oregon  S.  L.  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  51 

accept   a   carload   of   miscellaneous  Fed.  465. 

frei^t  from  another  without  check-  "63    Fed.    775,    11    C.    C.    A. 

ing    contents.      Dubuque    Shippers'  417. 

Ass'n  V.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  26  I.  **  85  Ark.  311,  107  S.  W.  1180. 
\/»  v>.  Oo5. 
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coal  to  the  four  quarters  of  the  Union,  without  change  from 
consignor  to  consignee." 

§  937.  Provision  of  cars  in  through  service. 

A  railroad  by  the  common  law  certainly  is  not  bound 
to  send  its  cars  beyond  its  own  rails ;  ^^  and  no  legislation 
has  as  yet  been  devised  which  can  constitutionally  compel 
it  to  do  so.*^  On  the  other  hand,  a  railroad  may  legally 
enter  into  a  through  route,  or  contract  for  through  ship- 
ments; and  then  in  either  case  it  will  be  obliged  to  let  all 
patrons  who  may  desire  ship  through  in  the  origmal  cars  « 
It  is  plainly  the  duty  of  a  connecting  carrier  on  a  joint 
through  rate  to  take  the  goods  through  in  the  cars  de- 
livered to  it  by  the  initial  carrier  if  this  is  required.^ 
Each  carrier  subject  to  Act  is  charged  with  the  duty  of 
furnishings  cars  to  industries  located  upon  its  lines;  in 
case  of  through  routes  the  obligation  to  furnish  cars  for 
shipments  to  points  upon  the  lines  of  its  coimections  is 
joint  with  such  connections.^^  It  follows  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Ck)mmission  that  it  is  the  initial  carrier  which  must 
in  first  instance  assume  the  burden  of  furnishing  the  equip- 
ment necessary  for  taking  the  goods  through  to  destination 
if  moving  in  carload  lots.** 

Topic  D.    Distribution  of  Equipment 

§  938.  Discrimination  in  use  of  cars. 

If  there  is  a  shortage  of  cars  due  to  unusual  press  of 
business,  the  carrier  must  supply  his  cars  ratably  as  far 
as  they  go;  and  if  he  makes  a  reasonable  distribution  no 

**  St.    Louis    South- Western    Ry.  ^  Pennsylvania    Refining    Co.    v. 

Co.  V.  State,  85  Ark.  311,  107  S.  W.  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.  Co.,  208 

Ilk),  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  33.  U.  S.  208,  52  L.  ed.  456,  28  Sup.  Ct. 

"Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  268. 

Central  S.  Y.  Co.,  212  U.  S.  132,  143,  »  Huerfano  Coal  Co.  v.  C.  A  S. 

53  L.  ed.  441,  29  Sup.  Ct.  246.  E.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  502. 

**St.  Louis    S.    W.  Ry.   Co.    v.  *»  Proportional  Rates  on  Excelsior 

Phoenix  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  88  Ark.  594,  and  Excelsior  Wrappers,  26  L  C.  C. 

115  S.  W.  393.  44. 
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one  can  complain  of  discrimination.  ^°  Regular  customers 
are  not  entitled  to  preference  over  occasional  ones  under 
such  circumstances;  ^^  and  it  may  be  a  carrier  can  refuse  to 
allow  cars  to  be  sent  off  its  line  to  distant  points.'^  Undue 
preference  may  result  from  coal-car  distribution  rules;  the 
shipper  is  entitled  not  only  to  receive  fair  proportion  and 
use  of  carrier's  equipment,  but  may  protest  against  a 
competitor's  being  given  a  supply  of  cars  in  excess  of 
his  just  proportion.''  A  carrier  shoxild  arrange  for  car  dis- 
tribution on  a  basis  which  will  not  result  in  unlawful 
discrimination  between  the  various  operators  in  the  field. '^ 
The  rights  and  duties  of  these  various  carriers  in  the  appor- 
tionment of  available  car  supply  must  be  determined  from 
the  Act  and  not  from  any  contract  which  they  may  choose 
to  make.'^  Operators  may  not  be  able  to  secure  a  per- 
centage of  the  available  cars  from  both  roads  during 
periods  of  car  shortage,  but  will  be  given  the  highest 
percentage  of  cars  that  either  of  the  carriers  can  supply 
at  that  time.**  A  carrier  cannot  give  a  shipper  a  preference 
in  car  distribution  in  order  that  it  may  profit  thereby; 
neither  can  it  give  the  shipper  a  preference  in  order  that 
the  shipper  may  profit  thereby,  and,  when  called  upon 
by  any  individual  shipper  for  full  service,  the  only  defense 
which  the  carrier  can  interpose  is  that  the  supply  which 
it  has  furnished  is  sufficient  for  normal  demands,  and  that 
in  times  of  stress  it  has  fairly  and  impartially  prorated 
all  of  its  car  equipment.'^ 


*>  United  States  v.  West  Virginia 
N.  R.  R.,  125  Fed.  252;  S.  S.  Daish  & 
Sons  V.  Cleveland,  A.  A  C.  Ry.,  9 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  513;  Riddle  v.  Balti- 
more &  O.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
778,  1  I.  C.  C.  372. 

"  Riddle  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  A 
W.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  787,  1  I. 

«  Riddle  v.  Pittsburg  &  L.  E.  R. 
R.,  1  int.  Com.  Rep.  688,  1  I.  C.  C. 
374. 


»» Bullah  Coal  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  R.  62. 

'^Powhatan  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
N.  &  W.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  69. 

"Huerfano  Coal  Co.  v.  C.  &  S. 
E.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  502. 

"Coal  Rates  on  Stony  Fork 
Branch,  26  I.  C.  C.  168. 

"  United  States  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  Co., 
165  Fed.  113. 
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§  939.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission. 

It  is  the  duty  of  railroad  companies  to  provide  suitable 
vehicles  of  transportation  and  to  offer  their  use  impartially 
to  all  shippers,  and  unjust  discrhnination  through  car 
distribution  is  prohibited  by  the  Act.'^  Section  15  of  the 
Act  is  to  be  read  in  the  widest  possible  sense;  it  brings 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  all  the  regula- 
tions and  practices  of  carriers  under' which  they  offer 
their  services  to  the  shippmg  public,  and  conduct  their 
transportation.^*  Rules  or  regulations  prescribing  who  shaU 
load  and  unload  cars  of  freight  are  rules  or  regulations 
affecting  rates,  and  are  therefore  subject  to  the  control 
of  the  ConMnission  under  this  section.^®  Where  the  shipper 
has  shown  in  a  mandamus  suit  to  compel  equitable  car 
distribution,  that  the  carrier  has  not  supplied  the  facilities 
demanded,  the  burden  is  upon  the  carrier,  in  order  to 
exonerate  itself  from  the  charge  of  undue  preference,  to 
show  that  it  is  prorating  its  cars  fairly  and  equally  among 
all  the  operators  who  are  similarly  situated  and  engaged 
in  transporting  freight  over  its  lines/*  Where  a  shipper 
seeks  damages  arising  from  an  alleged  improper  and  dis- 
criminatory system  of  car  distribution  applying  to  a 
certain  coal  mining  region,  and  affecting  the  interests  of 
many  shippers,  he  cannot  institute  an  original  suit  for  the 
same  in  a  United  States  court  under  section  9  of  the  Act, 
but  must  first  file  complaint  with  the  Commission.^*  The 
Commission  under  section  15  of  the  Act  has  authority 
to  prohibit  unjust  discrimination  in  the  distribution  of 
cars  by  making  orders  which  must  be  obeyed  for  a  period 
of  two  years. *^  The  Commission  thus  has  jurisdiction  to 
consider  the  question  of  car  distribution,  and  to  determine 

»  Powhatan  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  "  United  States  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R. 

N.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.,  13  I.  C.  C.  69.  Co.,  165  Fed.  113. 

»  Rail  &  River  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  «  Morrisdale  Coal  Co.   v.   Penn- 

O.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  I.  C.  C.  86.  sylvania  R.  Co.,  176  Fed.  748. 

*®  Wholesale  Fruit  &  Product  Asso-  **  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

ciation  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.,  sion  v.  111.  Cent.  R.  R.,  215  U.  S. 

14  I.  C.  C.  410.  452,  54  L.  ed.  280,  30  Sup.  Ct.  155. 
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how  many  each  of  respondents  must  furnish.'*^  And  the 
basis  of  car  distribution  is  regarded  as  a  regulation  affect- 
ing rates  within  meaning  of  section  15/^  So  mine  rating 
is  a  practice  in  connection  with  the  movement  of  inter- 
state traflBc  which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 
sion.^ 

§  940.  Order  of  preference  between  shippers. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  accommodate  the  needs 
and  necessities  of  shippers  in  regard  to  supplying  cars;  as 
a  practical  matter  it  is  not  possible  for  carriers  to  furnish 
all  shippers  with  just  such  cars  as  they  would  like  and  in 
such  numbers  at  such  days  and  hours  as  would  best  serve 
their  interests.*^  If  all  shippers  cannot  be  served  where 
there  are  a  certain  number  of  cars  apportioned  to  a  given 
station,  the  inclination  perhaps  is  to  call  it  discrimination 
unless  they  are  served  in  the  order  of  application.  But 
this  is  not  necessarily  the  rule;  indeed  it  would  be  more 
in  the  interests  of  all  concerned  if  the  available  supply 
at  a  given  time  are  distributed  ratably  according  to  some 
fair  basis  of  prorating.  The  rule  of  apportioning  cars  in 
times  of  great  scarcity  by  giving  the  first  car  to  the  first 
shipper  ordering  and  the  second  to  the  next  shipper  order- 
ing, may  seem  just.  On  the  other  hand,  with  a  consider- 
able, but  still  scarce,  car  supply,  and  a  shipper,  like  com- 
plainant, having  a  large  quantity  to  ship,  while  others 
may  have  but  an  occasional  carload,  rigid  adherence  to 
such  a  rule  might  prove  decidedly  unjust.^  It  is  funda- 
mental to-day  that  shippers  are  entitled  not  only  to  fair  use 
of  facihties  but  to  assurance  that  no  one  fares  ratably 
better.^*  And  as  the  Commission  has  pointed  out,  as  it 
is  the  plain  duty  of  carrriers  to  distribute  cars  equitably, 

^^CJoal  Rates  on  the  Stony  Fork  *^  American  Creosoting  Works  v. 

Branch,  26  I.  C.  C.  168.  111.  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  160. 

«  Hillsdale  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  «  Richmond  E.  Co.  v.  P.  M.  Ry., 

P.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  356.  10  I.  C.  C.  629. 

« In  re  Mine  Ratings,  25  I.  C.  C.  «  Hillsdale  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

286.  P.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  358. 
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they  should  hire  a  suj£cient  number  of  men  to  facilitate 
the  distribution." 

§  941.  Where  no  preference  justifiable. 

It  would  be  a  safe  generalization,  however,  that  no  pref- 
erence is  justifiable  between  goods  of  the  same  nature 
if  the  conditions  surrounding  the  movement  of  the  traffic 
are  the  same.  The  common  carrier  has  no  right  to  select 
either  goods  or  customers.  However  it  has  been  held  that 
a  carrier  may  make  arbitrary  allotment  of  cars  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  owner  of  a  mine  reasonably  to 
develop  it,  so  as  to  put  it  in  a  condition  to  operate  and 
make  shipment.^^  And  there  is  no  discrimination  against 
localities  by  an  arrangement  among  carriers  dividing  the 
traffic  of  transporting  immigrants  from  Atlantic  ports 
westward  in  agreed  proportions,  where  the  immigrants 
are  transported  at  domestic  published  rates.  ^^  In  the  past 
there  have  been  great  injustices  in  the  apportionment  of  coal 
cars  in  times  of  car  shortage  by  reason  of  such  apportion- 
ment without  regard  to  any  general  rule.^*  Carriers 
should  apportion  cars  upon  bases  ascertained  in  advance, 
and  take  into  account  not  only  physical  capacity  of  each 
mine  to  make  shipments,  but  also  the  commercial  capacity 
of  each  mine  to  find  a  market  for  its  coal.  No  discrimi- 
nation is  shown  against  a  shipper  whose  commercial  mis- 
fortunes have  operated  to  reduce  their  ratings.^*  Where 
Unjust  discrimination  is  found  to  have  existed  in  the  past, 
the  carriers  will  be  given  time  within  which  to  formulate 
proper  rules  and  regulations  governing  mine  rating  and  car 
distribution.*^ 

§  942.  Basis  of  prorating  cars. 
It  seems  now  well  established,  therefore,  that  it  is  the 

w  Colorado  Coal  Traffic  Aas'n  v.  »» National  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  A  O.  R. 

D.  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.,  23  I.  C.  C.  R.  458.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  442. 

»»  Rail  &  River  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  »^  Id.,  28  I.  C.  C.  442. 

O.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  86.  »» Colorado  Coal  Traffic  Affl'n  v. 

•«  Re  TranBportation  of  Immigrants  D.  &  R.  G.  R.  R.,  23  I.  C.  C.  R. 

from  New  York,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  13.  458. 
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duty  of  the  management  when  the  supply  is  short  to  pro- 
rate cars  apportioned  to  the  station  among  the  applicants. 
The  law  has  become  quite  elaborate  in  late  years  as  to 
the  various  elements  that  may  enter  into  the  consideration 
as  to  what  is  a  fair  apportionment.  Thus  in  a  recent  case^* 
it  was  said  in  apportioning  cars  that  in  reaching  a  proper 
basis  for  the  distribution  of  railroad  cars  it  is  necessary 
that  an  impartial  and  intelligent  study  of  the  capacity  of 
the  different  mines  be  made  by  competent  and  disinter- 
ested experts,  whose  duty  it  should  be  to  carefully  ex- 
amine into  the  different  elements  that  are  essentially 
factors  in  the  finding  of  the  daily  output  of  the  respective 
min^  which  are  to  share  in  the  allotment. ^^  Among  the 
matters  to  be  investigated  are  the  following:  the  working 
places,  the  nimaber  of  mine  cars  and  their  capacity,  the 
switch  and  tipple  efficiency,  the  number  and  character  of 
the  mining  machines  in  use,  the  hauling  system  and  the 
power  used,  the  number  of  miners'  houses.  No  one  of 
these  various  and  essential  elements  can  safely  be  said 
to  be  absolutely  controlling,  though  it  is  likely  that  the 
most  important  of  them  all  are  the  real  working  places, 
the  available  points  at  which  coal  can  be  profitably  mined. ^ 
In  one  of  the  earlier  cases  upon  this  point  the  Commission 
held  not  unreasonable  this  system  of  distribution:  the 
physical  capacity,  the  commercial  capacity  for  the  first 
year,  and  the  commercial  capacity  for  the  second  year 
were  added  together  and  divided  by  three,  the  result  ob- 
tained was  the  capacity  basis  for  determining  the  per- 
centage to  which  a  particular  mine  was  entitled  to.^®    In 

»•  United  States  v.  West  Virginia  ex  rel.  v.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co.,  159 

Northern  Ry.  Ck).,  125  Fed.  252.  Fed.  975. 

"  An  arrangement,  entered  into  "  But  such  distributing  arrange- 
between  a  raih^ad  and  warehouse-  ments  are  not  necessarily  conclusive 
men  along  its  route  that  cars  shall  even  when  agreed  upon  between  the 
be  distributed  to  warehousemen,  no  railroad  and  the  principal  shippers, 
notice  being  taken  of  storers  as  such,  United  States  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  Ry. 
as  it  leaves  possibilities  of  abuses  Ck).,  143  Fed.  266,  74  C.  C.  A.  404. 
in  the  dealings  of  the  warehouseman,  ^*  Rail  &  River  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  & 
is  not  to  be  supported.    United  States  O.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  86. 
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a  later  case  a  federal  court  held  where  in  determining  the 
number  of  cars  to  which  various  competing  coal  com- 
panies upon  its  line  were  entitled,  defendant  based  the 
percentage  on  the  capacity  of  the  mine  and  on  previous 
shipments,  the  capacity  being  allowed  to  count  as  1,  and 
the  shipments  as  2,  in  ascertaining  the  percentages,  that 
such  a  system  was  improper  and  unfair  to  the  shipper 
opening  up  new  mines,  and  that  percentages  should  be 
based  solely  on  physical  capacity  of  the  mine.*®  In  a 
case  before  the  Commission  subsequently  it  was  held 
that  the  method  of  car  distribution  known  as  the  ''coke- 
oven  basis,''  unduly  discriminates  against  complainant, 
and  that  the  so-called  ''capacity  basis"  of  car  distribution 
should  be  adopted,  as  the  coke-oven  basis  does  not  fairly 
measure  the  relative  rights  of  the  various  operators  in  the  coal 
district,  but  unduly  discriminates  against  business  rights.*^ 

§  943.  Respective  requirements  compared. 

The  occupation,  the  use,  and  the  consequent  reduction 
of  the  available  equipment  of  the  carrier  are  the  vital 
matters  in  all  plans  of  car  distribution  in  times  of  short- 
age.*^ While  the  mine  capacity  of  a  given  shipper  may  be 
greater  than  his  allotment  of  cars,  yet  where  this  is  also 
the  case  as  to  other  shippers  similarly  situated  in  the 
same  coal  field,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier,  when  the 
supply  of  cars  is  inadequate,  to  fairly  distribute  the  avail- 
able number  among  all  operators.*'  The  carrier  owes  a 
special  duty  to  shippers  who  are  entirely  dependent  upon 
it  for  transportation  facilities.*^  The  Act  delegates  to  the 
Commission  authority  to  regulate  the  distribution  of  coal 
fuel  cars  in  times  of  car  shortage  as  a  means  of  prohibit- 
ing unjust  preferences  or  undue  discrimination.**     While 

«» United  States  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  "  Powhatan  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

IftS  Fed.  113.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.,  11  I.  C.  C.  69. 

"  Powhatan  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  •*  National  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  O. 

Norfolk  <fe  W.  R.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C.  69.  R.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  442. 

«  Royal  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  So.  «  Traer  v.  C.  &  A.  R.  R.,  13  I. 

Ry.,  11  I.  C.  C.  440.  C.  C.  461. 
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the  mine  capacity  of  a  given  shipper  of  coal  may  be 
greater  than  his  allotment  of  cars,  yet  where  this  is  also 
the  case  as  to  other  shippers  similarly  situated  in  the  same 
coal  field  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  when  the  car  supply 
is  inadequate  to  fairly  distribute  the  available  number 
among  all  operators.**  Where  a  coal  company  owns  and 
operates  several  openings,  and  is  entitled  in  the  daily  dis- 
tribution to  a  certain  number  of  cars  for  each  mine,  it 
will  not  be  prohibited  from  grouping  or  pooling  all  these 
cars,  or  any  portion  of  them,  at  one  mine,  instead  of  using 
them  at  each  mine  in  accordance  with  their  respective 
percentages,  in  the  absence  of  definite  evidence  to  show 
that  such  practice  results  in  fact  in  undue  and  unlawful 
discrimination.*^ 

§  944.  Cars  needed  by  railroads. 

A  carrier  may  send  its  equipment  from  its  line  for  the 
things  that  are  necessary  and  essential  for  its  own  opera- 
tion, such  right  arising  from  considerations  of  public  policy, 
which  recognizes  the  duty  of  a  carrier  to  operate  its  line, 
and  being  predicated  on  necessity  and  not  on  the  carrier's 
right  of  private  contract.**  But  the  Commission  may 
compel  a  railroad  to  count  against  the  shipper  the  com- 
pany's fuel  cars,  in  the,  daily  distribution  in  times  of  car 
shortage,  under  section  3  of  the  Act  prohibiting  preferences 
and  discriminations.**  And  the  coal  sold  to  a  carrier  by 
a  mine  and  shipped  to  it  in  the  carrier's  fuel  cars  is  not  to 
be  counted  in  arriving  at  the  mine's  producing  capacity, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  percentage  of  cars  to 
which  it  is  entitled.^®  It  is  now  well  established,  therefore, 
that  a  carrier  in  times  of  coal  car  shortage  in  making  car 
distribution  must  charge  against  the  percentage  of  a  par- 

••  Powhatan  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  ••Interstate    Commerce    Commia- 

N.  &  W.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  69.  sion  v.  lUinois  C.  R.  R.,  215  U.  S. 

«  Rail  and  River  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  452,  30  Sup.  Ct.  155. 

O.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  86.  ^°  See  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 

••L.  &  N.  R.  R.  V.  Queen  City  mission  v.  Chicago  &  A.  Ry.,  215 

Coal  Co.,  13  Ky.  L.  Rep.  832.  U.  S.  479,  30  Sup.  Ct.  153. 
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ticular  shipper  its  fuel  cars,  and  the  foreign  fuel  cars  as- 
signed to  such  shipper,  and  a  failure  so  to  do  constitutes 
undue  discrimination  under  the  Act.^^  It  seems  that 
under  the  Act  a  carrier  engaged  in  interstate  commerce, 
in  determining  the  distributive  share  of  cars  due  to  a 
particular  shipper,  must  count  against  the  shipper  the 
private  and  foreign  fuel  cars  supplied  to  him,  although 
such  cars  are  used  only  in  intrastate  commerceJ^  If  a 
mine,  in  filling  its  contract  to  supply  fuel  coal  to  the  rail- 
road, does  not  exhaust  its  equitable  pro  rata  of  cars,  then 
cars  should  be  given  it  for  commercial  shipments  sufficient  v 
to  complete  its  full  pro  rata  share  of  all  available  cars/' 
It  is,  therefore,  plainly  established  that  fuel  cars  must  be 
counted  against  the  distributive  share  of  the  mine  receiv- 
ing them  subject  to  the  conditions  and  limitations  herein 
stated.  ^^ 

§  946.  Private  facilities  considered  in  the  apportionment. 

By  the  most  recent  development  in  this  law  of  car  dis- 
tribution the  private  cars  utilized  by  a  particular  shipper 
are  counted  as  part  of  his  allotment.^^  In  the  distribution 
of  cars  by  an  interstate  railroad  company  among  coal 
mines  on  a  percentage  basis  in  times  of  shortage  of  cars, 
private  cars  owned  by  shippers  or  consignees,  which  have 
no  right  upon  the  company's  tracks  except  by  virtue  of  its 
charter,  must  be  considered  as  leased  to  it  and  as  forming 
a  part  of  its  commercial  equipment;  and  while  the  owner 
is  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  of  such  cars,  they  are  to 
be  counted  against  the  mine  as  a  part  of  its  percentage 
in  the  distribution.^*  This  whole  matter  as  to  the  regula- 
tion of  the  distribution  of  cars  was  threshed  out  in  a  series 

^^  United  States  v.  Baltimore  &0.         ^^  But  such  distributing  arrange- 

R.  R.)  165  Fed.  113.  ments  are  not  necessarily  conclusive 

^'  Majestic  Coal  &  Coke  Co.   v.  even  when  agreed  upon  between  the 

Illinois  C.  R.  R.,  162  Fed.  810.  railroad  and  the  principal  shippers. 

"  Royal  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  So.  United  States  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  Ry. 

Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  440.  Co.,  143  Fed.  266,  74  C.  C.  A.  404. 

^* Hillsdale  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.         "See  Logan  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 

P.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  356.  vania  Ry.  Co.,  154  Fed.  497,  holding 
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of  cases  in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  recently."  It 
was  noted  that  the  regulations  established  by  the  rail- 
roads had  dealt  with  the  car  situation  as  though  there 
were  four  classes  of  cars:  (1)  System  cars,  that  is,  cars 
owned  by  the  carrier  and  in  use  for  the  transportation  of 
coal;  (2)  company  fuel  cars,  that  is,  cars  belonging  to  the 
company,  and  used  by  it  when  necessary  for  the  move- 
ment of  coal  from  the  mines  on  its  own  line,  solely  for  its 
own  fuel  purposes;  (3)  private  cars,  that  is,  cars  either 
owned  by  coal  mining  companies  or  shippers  or  consumers 
and  used  for  the  benefit  of  their  owners  in  conveying  coal 
from  the  mines  to  designated  points  of  delivery ;  (4)  foreign, 
railway  fuel  cars,  that  is,  cars  owned  by  other  railroad 
companies  and  sent  to  mines  upon  other  lines,  the  coal 
being  intended  for  use  as  fuel  by  such  foreign  railroad 
companies.  As  Mr.  Justice  White  pointed  out  in  making 
this  analysis  of  the  problem  in  the  leading  case,  some 
systems  of  car  distribution  had  excluded  some  of  these 
classes  from  consideration  in  the  allotment,  and  other 
systems  had  excluded  others.  Such  class  distinctions, 
he  admitted,  might  perhaps  be  made  by  the  railroads 
without  its  being  personal  discrimination.  But,  as  he  said 
in  writing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  it  was  within  the  power 
of  the  Commission  to  insist  that  all  shippers  should  be 
treated  alike,  regardless  of  what  classes  of  cars  they  were 
utilizing  in  their  shipments.  It  is  now  currently  held  that 
a  carrier  should  give  to  owners  or  lessees  of  private  cars  the 
use  of  such  cars;  and  should  also  give  to  a  coal  company 
the  foreign  railway  fuel  cars  consigned  to  it;  but  such 
'^private"  and  '* foreign"  railway  fuel  cars  should,  in  the 
distribution  of  cars,  be  counted  against  the  company,  which 
should  not  be  given,  in  addition  to  such  delivery,  a  share 

a  division  of  cars  based  upon  sub-  ^  See  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 

tracting  such  special  or  privalje  cars  mission  v.  Chicago  &  Alton  R.  R. 

as  were  coming  to  a  shipper  from  his  Co.,  215  U.  8.  479,  30  Sup.  Ct.  163; 

capacity  figures  and  allowing  him  his  Baltimore  &  Ohio  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Unite<l 

pro  rata  amount  upon  the  balance  States  ex  rel.,  215  ('.  S.  481,  30  Sup. 

not  outrageous.  Ct.  155. 
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of  the  system  cars  except  when  the  number  of  "private" 
and  '^ foreign''  railway  fuel  cars  so  delivered  is  less  than  its 
distributive  share  of  the  available  cars,  including  system 
cars,  foreign  railway  fuel  cars,  and  so-called  private  cars.^* 
However,  it  is  still  true  that  owners  of  private  cars  are 
entitled  to  their  use,  even  though  their  number  exceeds 
ratable  proportion;  but  they  must  be  counted  against  the 
distributive  share  of  mine  receiving  them.^* 


^*  Railroad  Commission  of  Ohio  v. 
Hocking  Valley  Ry.,  2  I.  C.  C.  398. 

Compare  the  doctrines  of  the  Com- 
mission as  to  the  necessity  of  charging 
demmrage  upon  private  cars  when 
in  use,  even  while  being  unloaded  by 
the  owner,  in*  order  to  .make  no  dis- 
crimination against  those  using  sys- 
tem cars.  See  Proctor  Gamble  &  Co. 
V.  United  States,  225  U.  S.  282,  32 
Sup.  Ct.  761. 

7<  Hillsdale  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
P.  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  356. 


Suppose,  for  example,  there  are  as 
between  two  mines  A  and  B  of  equal 
capacity  on  a  given  day  100  of  these 
specially  classified  cars  specifically 
directed  to  the  A  mine  for  billing  and 
80  of  the  general  system  cars  avail- 
able for  distribution;  under  these 
rules  the  B  mine  will  get  all  of  the  80 
system  cars.  If  there  were  80  special 
cars  for  the  A  mine  and  100  system 
cars,  the  B  mine  would  get  90  of  the 
S3rstem  cars,  giving  the  B  mine  10  of 
them. 
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§  981.  Meaning  of  the  Sherman  Act. 
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983.  Provisions  of  the  Panama  Act. 
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§  960.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  Comniission  under  sec- 
tion 20  has  akeady  been  indicated.  As  to  reports  from  the 
carriers  subject  to  its  jurisdiction,  the  Commission  requires 
annual  reports  in  such  form  as  it  prescribes  to  elicit  such 
information  as  it  may  desire.  Such  annual  reports  shall 
show  in  detail  the  capital  accounts  of  the  corporation  and 
the  dividends  paid,  including  the  funded  and  floating  debt 
and  the  interest  and  cost  therefor  and  also  the  operating 
expenses  and  receipts  therefrom  including  the  amounts 
expended  in  betterments  and  improvements,  together 
with  the  balances  of  profit  and  loss,  and  a  complete  ex- 
hibit of  the  financial  operations  for  the  year,  including 
an  annual  balance  sheet.  The  Commission  has  authority 
by  general  or  special  orders  to  require  the  carriers  to 
file  monthly  reports  of  earnings  and  expenses,  and  to  file 
periodical  or  special,  or  both  periodical  and  special,  re- 
ports concerning  any  matters  about  which  the  Commission 
is  authorized  or  required  to  inquire  or  to  keep  itself  in- 
formed or  which  it  is  required  to  enforce.  As  to  accounts 
the  Commission  may  by  further  provisions  of  section  20 
prescribe  the  forms  of  any  and  all  acccounts  to  be  kept 
by  carriers  including  all  memoranda  relating  thereto,  and 
it  may  impose  upon  the  carriers  a  imiform  system  of  ac- 
counting. The  Commission  has  access  to  all  accounts, 
records,  and  memoranda  kept  by  carriers  subject  to  this 
Act,  and  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  such  carriers  to  keep  any 
other  accounts,  records,  or  memoranda  than  those  pre- 
scribed or  approved  by  the  Commission.  Reference  should 
also  be  made  to  the  Valuation  Act  of  1903,  providing  that 
the  Commission  shall  investigate,  ascertain,  and  report 
the  value  of  all  the ,  property  owned  or  used  by  every 
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common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
As  a  result  of  its  investigations,  the  Commission  shall 
make  an  inventory  which  shall  list  the  property  and  that 
of  every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  in  detail,  and  show  the  value  thereof  as  hereinafter 
provided,  and  shall  classify  the  physical  property,  as 
nearly  as  practicable,  in  conformity  with  the  classification 
of  expenditures  for  road  and  equipment,  as  prescribed  by 
the  Commission  so  that  once  made  the  figures  can  be 
kept  current. 

§  961.  Prohibition  of  intercorporate  relationships. 

As  to  pooling  the  original  Act  provided  that  it  should 
be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  its  provi- 
sions  to  enter  into  any  contract,  agreement,  or  combination 
with  any  other  common  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  pooling 
of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads,  or  to 
divide  between  them  the  aggregate  or  net  proceeds  of  the 
earnings  of  such  railroads,  or  any  portion  thereof;  and  in 
any  case  of  an  agreement  for  the  pooling  of  freight  as 
aforesaid,  each  day  of  its  continuance  shall  be  deemed  a 
separate  ofifense.  Reference  should  also  be  made  to  the 
Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law  declaring  against  all  combina- 
tions in  restraint  of  trade  and  conspiracies  against  com- 
merce between  the  States.  Of  course,  any  such  action 
if  proved  against  carriers  very  obviously  would  constitute 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  a  thing  which  it  is  difficult 
to  prove  in  the  case  of  merchants  in  manufacturing  busi- 
nesses of  the  times.  Furthermore,  as  to  intercorporate 
relations  it  has  recently  been  provided  in  the  Panama  Act 
of  1912  that  unless  it  appears  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the 
public  railroads  cannot  own  competing  water  lines,  the  de- 
termination of  that  question  being  left  to  the  Commis- 
sion. And  by  the  Clayton  Act  of  1914  it  is  provided  that 
there  shall  be  no  substantial  ownership  by  stock  control 
in  a  competing  railroad,  that  question  being  again  left 
to  the  Commission.  There  are  also  provisions  against 
65  [865] 
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interlocking  directorates,  and  especially  against  common 
control  of  carrier  corporations  and  supply  companies. 
These  various  provisions  are  too  elaborate  for  inclusion 
in  this  preliminary  section;  and  so  a  section  is  devoted  to 
each  later  in  this  chapter. 

Topic  A.    Supervision  of  Current  Accounting 

m 

§  962.  Who  must  file  reports. 

Generally  speaking  only  those  concerned  with  such 
carriage  as  the  Act  has  constitutionally  subjected  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  can  be  called  upon  to  keep 
their  accounts  as  prescribed  by  the  Commission  and  report 
as  required  by  the  Act.^  Thus  a  railroad  located  alto- 
gether within  a  State  which  keeps  itself  without  any  en- 
tangling arrangements  with  other  carriers  is  held  not  to 
be  required  by  the  Act  to  make  any  reports  to  the  Com- 
mission.*^ This  is  so  because  such  companies  are  not  con- 
sidered as  participating  in  the  carriage  of  goods  between 
the  States.  On  the  other  hand,  where  a  railroad  takes 
part  in  the  carriage  of  the  traffic  between  states  on  any 
basis  which  may  evidence  its  participation  therein,  it 
thereby  becomes  a  carrier  subject  to  the  Act  in  this  re- 
spect as  in  all  others.  This  would  plainly  be  in  the  case 
where  a  carrier  issues  through  bills,  or  accepts  a  division 
of  the  through  rate.*-  But  in  many  cases  where  the 
concern  of  the  company  is  less  obviously  direct,  it  may 
still  be  found  to  be  so  far  participating  in  the  carriage  as 


*  United  States  ex  rel.  v.  Kansas 
City  &  So.  Ry.,  81  Fed.  783. 

A  car  ferry  company  connecting 
two  interstate  rail  lines  by  which 
it  is  owned  is  a  carrier  subject  to 
the  Act  although  it  has  no  direct 
dealings  with  the  public,  and  must 
report  to  the  Commission  keeping  its 
accounts  as  it  prescribes.  I.  C.  C. 
Conference  Ruling  No.  374. 

^'  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

[866] 


sion  V.  Bellaire  C.  &  Z.  R.  R.,  77 
Fed.  942. 

A  bridge  company  which  performs 
no  transportation  but  simply  rents 
its  bridge  to  an  interstate  carrier, 
need  not  report  to  the  Commission  as 
it  is  not  a  carrier  subject  to  the  Act. 
I.  C.  C.  Conference  Ruling  No.  381. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Seaboard  A.  L.  Ry.,  82  Fed. 
563. 
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to  be  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Coinmission.  Thus 
a  railroad  which  ostensibly  is  only  the  lessor  in  an  involved 
arrangement  may  be  obliged  to  report  as  provided  in  the 
Act.»^ 

§  963.  Extent  of  powers  over  accounts. 

It  has  lately  been  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  that  the  federal  government  can  compel 
the  keeping  of  the  books  of  a  company  doing  both  an 
interstate  and  an  intrastate  business,  so  as  to  show  the 
whole  operations  of  the  company  in  such  way  as  the  Com- 
mission may  prescribe  under  the  Act.*'*  The  idea  imder- 
lying  this  is  that  the  knowledge  as  to  all  the  doings  gf 
the  company  may  be  necessary  to  deal  intelligently  with 
its  interstate  business.  Following  this  line  of  reasoning 
a  Texas  court  has  still  more  recently  held  that  a  State 
govenmient  may  compel  such  carriers  to  keep  its  figures 
as  to  its  interstate  business  in  such  ways  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed.*^ This  result  may  well  be  questioned  as  the 
analogy  drawn  ignores  the  paramount  power  of  the  Federal 
government  to  brush  aside  conflicting  State  rules,  to  which 
there  is  no  corresponding  power  in  the  States.  The  extent 
to  which  the  Coinmission  can  go  in  the  exercise  of  this 
power  over  accoimts  has  only  very  recently  been  estab- 
lished. But  it  is  now  well  settled  that  leaving  to  the 
Commission  the  carrying  out  of  details  in  the  exercise  of 
its  discretion  under  section  20  to  prescribe  a  uniform 
system  of  accounting  and  bookkeeping  for  the  carriers 
subject  to  the  Act,  does  not  render  this  section  invalid  as 
a  delegation  of  legislative  authority.*^  That  the  enforcing 
of  such  a  course  upon  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  with 
the  disclosures  it  imposes,  even  when  penalties  may  be 
imposed  upon  the  corporation,  largely  as  a  result  of  the 

^  United  States  v.  Union  S.  Y.  <&  "  Railroad  Commission  of  Texas 

T.  Co.,  226  U.  S.  28fli,  33  Sup.  Ct.  83.  v.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.  (Tex.),  40  S.  W. 

'^Interstate   Commerce   Commis-  829. 

sion  V.  Goodrich  Tr.  Co.,  224  U.  S.  •■  Kansas  City  So.  Ry.  v.  United 

194,  56  L.  ed.  729,  32  Sup.  Ct.  436.  States,  231  U.  S.  423, 34  Sup.  Ct.  125. 
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information  thereby  imparted,  is  not  an  unreasonable 
search  or  seizure  such  as  is  defined  in  the  Constitution, 
is  also  now  clearly  established.^ 

§  964.  Methods  of  amortization  accounting. 

As  a  matter  of  accounting,  depreciation  can  be  taken 
care  of  in  different  ways.  There  is  the  method  of  taking 
obsolescence  from  year  to  year  to  the  amount  of  the  wear 
for  that  year,  considering  that  at  the  first  the  depreciation 
is  slight;  so  this  line  of  the  depreciation  sharply  curves 
oflf  as  the  effects  of  the  wear  accumulate.  Then  there  is 
the  method  of  equating  the  depreciation  for  the  whole 
period  of  the  life  of  the  property,  so  that  the  setting  aside 
of  that  sum  each  year  would  produce  an  amount  at  the 
end  of  the  period  equal  to  the  amoimt  of  the  original 
investment,  which  is  known  as  the  straight  Une  method.*® 
How  these  sums  in  either  case  shall  be  handled  constitutes 
another  difference.  They  might  actually  be  set  aside  in 
banks  as  accruing  funds,  or  an  equivalent  amount  in  new 
equipment  might  be  purchased  for  each  year.  There  are 
arguments  for  each  of  these  policies;  but  it  will  be  noted 
that  the  latter  is  a  saving  to  the  public.  The  company 
should  get  its  profit  each  year  upon  the  investment  which 
it  is  taking  this  method  of  keeping  good;  there  should  be 
no  business  profit  upon  the  sums  set  aside,  however.  It 
follows  that  by  the  second  method  the  public  really  gets 
additional  equipment  at  its  disposal  without  paying  a 
profit  upon  it.**  Whether  depreciation  should  invariably 
be  charged  against  the  operating  expenses  of  the  year,  or 
whether  if  the  company  has  a  surplus  at  any  time  it  may 
be  taken  out  of  that,  is  not  a  matter  about  which  one  can 
be  dogmatic.    But  it  would  seem  that  it  would  be  prefer- 

^  Baltimore  <&  O.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  ^  If  the  requirements  for  deprecia- 

Commeroe    Commission,  221  U.  S.  tion  are  at  any  time  abnormal,  they 

612,  55  L.  ed.  678,  31  Sup.  Ct.  621.  may  be  projected  over  the  operating 

"See   the   general   discussion    in  expenses  of  several  years.     Kansas 

the  Minnesota  Rate  Cases,  230  U.  aty  So.  Ry.  v.  United  States,  231 

S.  352,  33  Sup.  Ct.  729.  U.  S.  423,  34  Sup.  Ct.  125. 

[868] 


Regulation  op  Financial  Operations    [  §§  956,  956 

able  to  charge  it  annually  against  the  traffic  which  gets  the 
benefit  of  the  use  instead  of  against  shippers  at  some 
other  period. 

§  966.  Depreciatioii  cannot  be  capitalized. 

It  is  now  well  established  that  not  only  is  it  the  right 
of  the  company  to  make  such  a  provision,  but  it  is  its 
duty  to  its  bond  and  stockholders,  and,  in  the  case  of  a 
public  service  corporation  at  least,  its  plain  duty  to  the 
public.  If  a  diflferent  course  were  pursued  the  only  method 
of  providing  for  replacement  of  property  which  has  ceased 
to  be  useful  would  be  the  investment  of  new  capital  and 
the  issue  of  new  bonds  or  stocks.  This  course  would  lead 
to  a  constantly  increasing  variance  between  present  value 
and  bond  and  stock  capitalization — a  tendency  which  would 
inevitably  lead  to  disaster,  either  to  the  stockholders  or  to 
the  public,  or  both.^  If,  however,  a  company  fails  to 
perform  this  plain  duty  and  to  exact  sufficient  returns  to 
keep  the  investment  unimpaired,  whether  this  is  the 
result  of  unwarranted  dividends  upon  over-issues  of  se- 
curities, or  of  omission  to  exact  proper  prices  for  the  out- 
put, the  fault  is  its  own;  when,  therefore,  a  public  regula- 
tion of  its  prices  comes  under  question  the  true  value  of 
the  property  then  employed  for  the  purpose  of  earning  a 
return  cannot  be  enhanced  by  a  consideration  of  the  errors 
in  management  which  have  been  committed  in  the  past. 
It  is  entirely  consistent  with  this  theory  that  where  a 
public  service  corporation  raises  more  money  in  a  particular 
year  than  is  required  for  actual  depreciation  it  cannot 
carry  the  excess  to  capital  for  the  purpose  of  estimating 
the  amoimt  on  which  it  is  entitled  to  pay  dividends.^  ^ 

§  966.  Writing  off  superseded  property. 

The  theory  upon  which  the  Commission  has  acted  in 
foimulating  its  regulations  is  fully  stated  in  its  brief  in 

^  Knoxville  v.  KnoxviUe  Water  *^  Louisiana  Railroad  Comm.  v. 
Co.,  212  U.  S.  1,  53  L.  ed.  371,  29  Cumberland  Telephone  Co.,  212  U. 
Sup.  Ct.  148.  S.  414,  53  L.  ed.  577,  29  Sup.  Ct.  357. 

[869] 


§  950  ]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

the  recent  case  of  the  Kansas  City  Southern  Railway,**  as 
follows:  Depreciation  is  of  two  kinds, — (1)  that  which  is 
not  replaced  in  kind,  and  (2)  that  which  is  replaced  by 
improved  material.  In  the  first  case  the  property  has 
served  its  purpose,  and  only  past  operations  have  bene- 
fited from  it.  So  far  as  the  profits  of  past  operations 
have  not  been  distributed  to  the  stockholders,  they  are 
represented  in  the  Profit  and  Loss  Account,  and  therefore 
such  an  abandonment  or  depreciation  is  properly  charge- 
able  to  that  account  unless  a  special  depreciation  accoimt 
has  been  established  in  anticipation  of  such  abandonments. 
The  other  kind  of  depreciation  is  the  result  of  changes 
attributable  to  the  inadequacy  of  the  existing  property 
to  meet  the  demands  of  the  future.  Abandonments  oc- 
casioned by  changes  of  this  character  are  therefore  charge- 
able to  future  earnings,  for  the  reason  that  the  improved 
condition  of  the  road  is  not  only  designed  to  meet  the 
demands  of  the  future,  but  presumably  will  result  in  econ- 
omies of  operation.  The  railroad  company  may,  if  it 
sees  fit,  anticipate  general  depreciations,  and  make  pro- 
vision for  them  by  establishing  a  reserve  for  the  purpose; 
but  if  no  such  provision  has  been  made,  the  abandonment 
should  be  taken  care  of  by  charging  them  to  present  or 
future  operating  expense.  After  a  careful  study  of  this 
whole  situation  the  Supreme  Court  committed  itself  to 
the  extent  of  holding  that  although  something  was  to  be 
said  for  other  methods  which  might  have  been  established, 
still  the  question  being  whether  the  Commission  had  ex- 
ceeded its  powers,  a  statement  of  its  theory  was  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  regulation  was  not  arbitrary,  in  the  sense 
of  being  without  reasonable  basis,  and  there  was  evidence 
to  show  that  the  Commission  was  warranted  in  adopting 
it,  as  sustained  by  expert  opinion  and  approved  by  ex- 
perience.®' 

•'Kansas  City  So.  Ry.  v.  United      current  in  the  courts  in  Brymer  v. 
States,  231  U.  S.  423,  34  Sup.  Ct.  125.      Butler  Water  Co.,  179  Pa.  St.  231, 
^  See  the  vague  doctrines  formerly     36  Atl.  249. 
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§  967.  Supervision  of  fixed  charges. 

Since  it  seems  to  be  established  that  a  railroad  is  only 
entitled  to  earn  annually  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  its  oper- 
ating expenses  and  a  fair  return  on  the  present  value  of  the 
property  used  for  the  pubUc,  the  depreciation  regulations 
of  this  sort  will  not  tend  to  decrease  the  sum  on  which 
the  company  may  earn  a  fair  return  but  will  affect  the 
payment  of  current  dividends.  It  is  true  that  on  the 
question  of  exactly  how  that  value  is  to  be  determined, 
the  law  is  in  a  stage  of  development,  but  clearly  the  value 
as  shown  by  the  books,  of  the  property  being  used  for  the 
public,  must  play  an  important  part  in  the  determination, 
both  when  the  company  itself  fixes  the  rates  and  when 
the  Commission  adjusts  them.^^  Valuations  for  rate 
purposes  which  omit  the  element  of  depreciation  would 
therefore  seem  to  be  erroneous;  depreciation  is  lessened 
value  due  to  deterioration  physically  or  lack  of  adaptation 
to  its  function.  Abandoned  property  is  obviously  no  longer 
adaptable  to  function,  and  therefore  such  regulations  as 
are  being  discussed  seem  both  justifiable  and  necessary. 
The  railroads  argue  that  the  cost  of  abandoned  property  is 
part  of  the  cost  of  progress,  and  should  therefore  be  re- 
tained in  the  property  accounts,  runs  counter  to  the  whole 
"present  value"  theory  enounced  by  the  Supreme  Court. 
It  would  make  the  actual  cost  of  the  plant  regardless  of 
depreciation,  and  not  its  present  value,  the  test  for  valua- 
tion purposes.  If  property  is  discarded,  it  is  no  longer 
used  for  the  public,  and  therefore  no  return  can  be  earned 
on  it,  even  though  the  disallowance  of  such  return  results 
in  a  decrease  or  loss  of  dividends.  It  may  be  said  that 
when  improvement  is  made  of  an  existing  Une,  the  company 
has  withdrawn  no  property  from  public  use,  since  the 
former  construction  still  serves  as  a  base  for  the  new  line, 
and  hence  as  a  matter  of  accoimting  the  value  of  the  old 
line  need  not  be  subtracted  from  the  property  accounts. 

*^See    the     elaborate    discussiozi      Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  42 
from  the  earlier  point  of  view  in      L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  419. 
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The  reply  to  that  contention  would  be  that,  in  ascertain- 
ing present  value  for  rate  purposes,  a  deduction  for  de- 
preciation would  have  to  be  made  to  cover  the  decreased 
value  of  the  old  line  when  used  simply  as  a  base  or  foimdar 
tion  for  the  new  line  with  its  changed  grades.  That  is, 
it  would  not  be  correct  to  say  that  the  present  value  of  the 
line  equals  the  cost  of  the  old  line  plus  the  cost  of  the  im- 
provements.*^ 

§  968.  Permanent  improvements  out  of  capital. 

Of  course,  it  should  be  clear  that  outright  new  con- 
struction should  not  be  charged  to  annual  expenditures 
in  any  accounting,  but  that  such  investments  belong  in  the 
capital  account  along  with  the  original  outlays  in  con- 
struction. Thus  no  advance  in  rates  should  result  from 
construction  of  branch  lines.^  And  no  permanent  im- 
provements of  any  sort  should  be  charged  to  operating 
expenses  for  a  year.*^  And  as  cost  of  betterments  should 
not  be  charged  to  operating  expenses,  they  constitute  no 
justification  in  themselves  for  increase  in  rates.**  The 
Commission  has  held  consistently  to  the  doctrine  that 
permanent  improvements  are  no  part  of  operatmg  ex- 
pense.** Finally  when  the  railroads  began  to  get  restive 
as  this  ruling  based  upon  this  policy  began  to  limit  their 
course  of  finance,  suit  was  brought  to  enforce  the  order 
of  the  Commission  that  the  carriers  desist  from  this  prac- 
tice. The  court  fully  sustained  the  Commission,*  dis- 
tinguishing a  former^  case  from  the  one  at  bar,  as  that 
case  was  not  dealing  with  rates  of  transportation  or  the 
rule  which  should  determine  them  against  shippers.  But 
such    is    not    the    relation   or    concern   of   a  shipper   of 

•*See  Minnesota  Rate  Cases,  230  "New  York  Butter  and   Cheese 

U.  8.  352,  33  Sup.  Ct.  729.  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  330. 

••  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  »•  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  East- 

19  I.  C.  C.  162.  ern  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243. 

^  Louisville  &  Nashville  Raiboad  >  Illinois  C.  Ry.  v.  I.  C.  C,  206 

Coal  and  Coke  Rates,  26  I.  C.  C.  U.  S.  441,  51  L.  ed.  1128. 

20.  « Union  P.  Ry.  v.  U.  S.,  99  U.  S. 

402,  25  L.  ed.  274. 
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lumber.  His  right  is  immediate,  said  the  court.  He 
may  demand  a  service.  He  must  pay  a  toll,  but  a  toll 
measured  by  the  reasonable  value  of  the  service.  The 
elements  of  that  value  may  be  many  and  complex,  not 
always  determinable,  as  we  have  seen,  with  mathematical 
accuracy,  but,  we  think,  it  is  clear  that  instrumentalities 
which  are  to  be  used  for  years  should  not  be  paid  for  by 
the  revenues  of  a  day  or  year;  and  this  is  the  principle 
of  returns  upon  capital  which  exists  in  durable  shape. 

§  969.  Absorbing  earnings  in  improvements. 

The  Commission  has  from  the  first  been  consistently 
working  toward  the  goal  it  has  now  reached.  In  Central 
Yellow  Pine  Ass'n  v.  Illinois  Central  Railroad,'  the  Commis- 
sion had  before  it  an  advance  in  the  rate  on  yellow  pine 
lumber  from  points  of  production  in  the  South  to  the  Ohio 
River.  This  advance  was  justified  by  the  carriers  upon  the 
plea  that  owing  to  increased  cost  of  operation  their  net 
returns  were  insufficient.  In  examining  this  matter  the 
Commission  found  that  the  carriers  had  charged  as  a  part 
of  their,  operating  expenses  large  siuns,  which  had,  in  fact, 
been  devoted  to  the  purchase  of  new  equipment  and  to 
the  making  of  permanent  miprovements  to  their  roadway 
and  structures,  and  held  that  these  items  were  not  prop- 
erly chargeable  as  operating  expenses,  for  the  reason  that 
the  shipper  of  to-day  could  not  be  properly  required  to 
pay  the  entire  cost  of  an  improvement  or  addition  which 
was  to  be  of  permanent  use.  The  opinion  was  expressed 
that  sufficient  net  returns  would  appear  if  these  items  of 
permanent  use  had  not  been  included  in  the  cost  of  opera- 
tion. In  Tift  V.  Southern  Railway  *  at  about  the  same  tune 
the  same  contention  of  inadequacy  of  earnings  was  made, 
and  it  was  found  upon  exammation  of  the  items  going  to 
make  up  the  operating  expense  accoimt,  many  expenditures 
which  result  in  the  permanent  hnprovement  or  better- 
ment of  the  property  of  the  roads,  such  as  expenditures 

'  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  505.  *  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  543. 
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for  right  of  way  and  station  grounds,  real  estate,  grading, 
tunnels,  bridges,  trestles  and  culverts,  rails,  ties,  crossings 
and  cattle  guards,  telegraph  lines,  station  buildings  and 
fixtures,  shops,  roimd  houses,  turntables,  water  stations, 
fuel  stations,  grain  elevators,  storage  warehouses,  docks 
and  wharves,  electric  light  plants  aud  electric  motive 
power  plants,  gas  makiug  plants,  and  miscellaneous 
structures.  There  were  also  included  expenditures  for 
equipment  in  the  way  of  locomotives  and  cars  of  all  kinds. 
And  the  Commission  thereupon  said  that  they  should  not, 
therefore,  be  taxed  as  part  of  the  current  or  operating 
expenses  of  a  single  year,  but  should  be  so  far  as  prac- 
ticable and  so  far  as  rates  exacted  from  the  public  are 
concerned,  "projected  proportionately  over  the  future." 

Topic  B.    Separation  of  Interstate  Accounts 

§  960.  Apportionment  of  interstate  business. 

Where  a  road  runs  through  several  States  the  Constitu- 
tion as  interpreted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  requires  that  the  value  of  the  plant  utilized  in  the 
intrastate  business  and  the  net  earnings  from  such  busi- 
ness must  both  be  ascertained  in  order  to  determine 
whether  the  rates  fixed  by  the  State  or  its  Conmiission 
are  reasonable  or  confiscatory.  In  the  leading  case  in  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  on  this  point  Smyth  v. 
Ames,^  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  said:  ''In  our  judgment,  it 
must  be  held  that  the  reasonableness  or  unreasonableness 
of  rates  prescribed  by  a  State  for  the  transportation  of  per- 
sons and  property  wholly  within  its  limits  must  be  de- 
termined without  reference  to  the  interstate  business  done 
by  the  carrier,  or  to  the  profits  derived  from  it.  The  State 
cannot  justify  imreasonably  low  rates  for  domestic  trans- 
portation, considered  alone^  upon  the  groimd  that  the  car- 
rier is  earning  large  profits  on  its  interstate  business,  over 
which,  so  far  as  rates  are  concerned,  the  State  has  no  con- 

•  169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed.  89,  18  Sup.  Ci.  418. 
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trol.  Nor  can  the  carrier  justify  unreasonably  high  rates 
on  domestic  business  upon  the  ground  that  it  will  be  able 
only  in  that  way  to  meet  losses  on  its  interstate  business. 
So  far  as  rates  of  transportation  are  concerned,  domestic 
business  should  not  be  made  to  bear  the  losses  on  inter- 
state business,  nor  the  latter  the  losses  on  domestic  busi- 
ness." ® 

§  961*  Methods  of  the  division. 

The  method  of  procedure  in  such  a  case  is  to  find  what 
part  of  the  gross  receipts  is  derived  from  business  within 
the  State,  and  then  find  the  actual  cost  of  doing  the 
business.  This  cannot  be  found  by  taking  a  proportionate 
part  of  the  cost  for  the  entire  line,  since  the  cost  of  moving 
local  freight  is  greater  than  that  of  moving  through  freight. 
"Additional  fuel  is  consumed  at  each  station  where  there 
is  a  stop.  The  wear  and  tear  of  the  locomotive  and  cars 
from  the  increased  stops  and  in  shifting  cars  from  main 
to  side  tracks  is  greater;  there  are  the  wages  of  the  em- 
ployees at  the  intermediate  stations,  the  cost  of  insurance, 
and  these  elements  are  so  varying  and  uncertain  that  it 
would  seem  quite  out  of  reach  to  make  any  accurate  com- 
parison of  the  relative  cost.  And  if  this  is  true  when  there 
are  two  separate  trains,  it  is  more  so  when  the  same  train 
carries  both  local  and  through  freight.  It  is  impossible 
to  distribute  between  the  two  the  relative  cost  of  carriage. 
Yet  that  there  is  a  diflference  is  manifest,  and  upon  such 
difference  the  opinions  of  experts  famihar  with  railroad 
business  is  competent  testimony,  and  cannot  be  disre- 
garded. The  fact  that  an  exact  mathematical  computa- 
tion of  the  cost  is  impossible  is  immaterial;  the  cost 
must  be  found,  as  best  it  may,  before  the  reasonableness 

« In    Minnesota    the  State    court  there  was  not  any  good  reason  why 

had  taken  the  other  alternative  pos-  a  railway  system  should  be  divided 

sible  by  assuming  that  a  similar  rate  on  State  lines  at  all.    Steenerson  v. 

would  be  adopted   throughout   the  Gt.    Northern   Ry.   Co.,   69   Minn, 

whole  system,  the  court  feeling  that  363,  72  N.  W.  713. 
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of  the  local  rate  can  be  determined.  There  are  many 
things  that  have  to  be  determined  by  court  and  jury  in 
respect  to  which  mathematical  accuracy  is  not  possible."  ^ 

§  962.  Bases  of  the  proportion. 

In  one  of  the  State  cases  *  the  problem  was  discussed  in 
this  manner:  ''The  other  issue  the  respondent  has  like- 
wise failed  to  meet.  Taking  the  figures  from  the  brief 
filed  by  the  respondent,  we  find  that  the  local  business 
alone  produces  a  net  earning  of  at  least  3  per  cent,  on  the 
total  value  of  the  road  in  Florida,  charging  against  such 
income  the  whole  of  the  taxes.  While  a  State  is  not  per- 
mitted to  offset  local  business  against  interstate  business, 
and  to  justify  low  local  rates  by  reason  of  the  profitable- 
ness of  the  latter,  yet  the  interstate  and  foreign  business 
may  and  should  be  considered  in  determining  the  pro- 
portion of  the  value  of  the  property  of  the  company 
assignable  to  local  business.  There  is  no  proper  showing 
of  the  interstate  and  foreign  business,  so  that  we  may  de- 
termine on  what  fraction  of  the  whole  value  of  the  prop- 
erty in  Florida  the  company  might  be  entitled  to  earn  an 
income  from  local  business.  There  is,  however,  a  showing 
that  the  interstate  and  foreign  business  is  large,  and  on 
a  proper  showing  and  a  proper  proportioning  of  the  serv- 
ice between  domestic  and  foreign  business  this  percentage 
of  net  income  would  be  largely  increased.  Under  the 
scheme  of  distribution  of  the  earning  of  the  whole  road 
between  the  several  States  through  which  it  runs,  a  ton 
of  Florida  oranges  or  early  vegetables  is  allowed  the  same 
credit  as  a  ton  of  coal  in  Virginia,  and  no  more.  We 
have  examined  with  care  all  the  rate  cases  decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  see  nothing 
therein  to  conflict  with  the  views  expressed  above." 

^  Chicago,   M.  &  St.   P.   Ry.   v.         « State  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.,  48  Fla 
Tompkins,  176  U.  S.  167,  44  L.  ed.      114,  37  So.  657. 
418,  20  Sup.  Ct.  336,  reversing  S.  C. 
90  Fed.  363. 
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§  963.  Apportionment  of  total  expense. 

The  recent  State  legislation  reducing  passenger  fares 
could  only  apply  to  intrastate  business.  To  determine 
whether  this  reduction  was  unjustifiable  the  Federal  courts 
saw  that  they  were  required  not  only  to  allocate  the  re- 
spective costs  of  passenger  and  freight  business  but  also 
to  apportion  these  to  the  intrastate  and  interstate  business. 
In  one  of  the  latest  cases®  on  this  subject  Judge  McPherson 
narrowed  the  discussion  to  two  theories — the  mileage 
proportion  and  the  revenue  proportion.  He  admitted  that 
neither  of  these  would  result  in  mathematical  accuracy; 
but  he  insisted  that  as  a  practical  matter  the  one  which 
promised  to  be  most  satisfactory  should  be  taken  as  the 
basis  of  action.  "The  theory  to  now  recognize  must  be 
either  the  proportion  of  earnings,  State  or  interstate,  or 
ton  and  passenger  mile."  After  reviewing  what  few  cases 
there  are  bearing  upon  the  point,  aU  of  which  agree  upon 
the  greater  proportionate  cost  of  local  business  as  com- 
pared with  through  business,  he  said  that,  although  other 
standards  are  suggested,  the  more  satisfactory  and  accu- 
rate was  ''the  difference  in  cost  in  relation  to  the  revenue."  *" 

§  964.  Inherent  difficulties  of  the  problem. 

The  interblending  of  operations  in  the  conduct  of  inter- 
state and  local  business  by  interstate  carriers  is  apparent. 
The  same  right  of  way,  terminals,  rails,  bridges,  and  sta- 
tions are  provided  for  both  classes  of  traffic;  the  propor- 
tion of  each  sort  of  business  varies  from  year  to  year,  and 
indeed,  from  day  to  day.     It  may  be  urged,  therefore,  no 


» In  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hadley,  168  Fed.  317. 

Citing  Northern  Pacific  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Keyes,  91  Fed.  47;  Chicago,  M. 
&  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Smith,  110  Fed. 
473;  In  re  Arkansas  R.  R.  Rates, 
163  Fed.  141;  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Tompkins,  176  U.  S.  167, 
44  L.  ed.  417,  20  Sup.  Ct.  336. 


*®  In  Washington  So.  Ry.  v.  Com. 
(Va.),  71  S.  E.  539,  the  court  refused 
in  the  absence  of  proof  by  the  carrier 
of  the  proportions  of  its  interstate 
and  intrastate  accounts  to  protect 
it  from  the  operation  of  a  2^  cent 
per  mile  passenger  rate  order  of  the 
State  Commission. 
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regulation  of  rates  can  be  just  which  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  whole  field  of  the  carrier's  operations, 
irrespective  of  State  lines.  And  attention  is  drawn  to 
the  extreme  difficulty  and  intricacy  of  the  calculations 
which  must  be  made  in  the  effort  to  establish  a  segrega- 
tion of  intrastate  business  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  return  to  which  the  carrier  is  properly  entitled  there- 
from. Yet  realizing  all  this  the  Supreme  Court  said  in 
the  Minnesota  Rate  Cases:"  ''But  these  considerations 
are  for  the  practical  judgments  of  Congress  in  determining 
the  extent  of  the  regulation  necessary  under  existing  con- 
ditions of  transportation  to  conserve  and  promote  the 
interests  of  interstate  conmaerce.  If  the  situation  has 
become  such,  by  reason  of  the  interblending  of  the  inter- 
state and  intrastate  operations  of  interstate  carrier,  that 
adequate  regulation  of  their  interstate  rates  cannot  be 
maintained  without  imposing  requirements  with  respect 
to  their  intrastate  rates  which  substantially  affect  the 
former,  it  is  for  Congress  to  determme,  withm  the  Umits 
of  its  constitutional  authority  over  interstate  commerce 
and  its  instruments  the  measure  of  the  regulation  it  should 
supply."  "" 

§  966.  Comparisons  with  interstate  rates. 

The  fact  that  a  rate  does  not  cross  a  State  line  is  no 
reason  why  it  may  not  be  considered  when  an  interstate 
rate  over  the  same  line  and  for  substantially  the  same 
distance  is  imder  examination.^-  The  rates  established  by 
a  State  Commission  cannot  be  taken  as  conclusive  of  the 
unreasonableness  of  higher  interstate  rates  between  the 


»  230  U.  S.  352,  33  Sup.  Ct.  729. 

"*  It  should  be  noted  that,  with 
what  seems  an  inconsistency,  the 
regulation  of  service  is  not  dealt 
with  as  precisely  in  this  matter  as 
the  regulation  of  rates;  at  all  events, 
in  ordering  a  service  to  be  performed 
within  its  borders  the  commission  of 
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a  state  will  apparently  be  allowed  to 
justify  its  requirement,  if  the  busi- 
ness of  the  system  as  a  whole  is  prof- 
itable. Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  No. 
Car.  Corp.  Comm.,  206  U.  S.  1,  51 
L.  ed.  993,  27  Sup.  Ct.  585, 

^^  Board  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen 
v.  V.  &  S.  W.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  453. 
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same  points,  since  the  rates  voluntarily  established  by  a 
carrier  are  entitled  to  the  same  presumption  of  unreason- 
ableness as  that  attaching  to  rates  prescribed  by  a  State 
Commission."  In  determining  the  reasonableness  of  an 
interstate  rate,  the  decisions  of  the  several  State  Commis- 
sions are  worthy  of  consideration;  but  the  Commission 
is  not  justified  in  accepting  a  comparison  of  lower  in- 
trastate rates  prescribed  by  the  State  authorities,  with 
those  applying  on  interstate  traffic  as  conclusive  of  the 
unreasonableness  of  the  interstate  rates.  ^^  While  in  de- 
termining interstate  rates  similar  rates  estabUshed  by 
State  authority  must  have  great  influence,  especially 
where  they  have  been  long  acquiesced  in  by  the  carriers; 
still  such  rates  have  no  binding  force  upon  the  Commis- 
sion, and  where  the  Commission  finds  the  State  rates  un- 
reasonable, a  through  interstate  rate  may  be  established 
by  it  higher  than  the  sum  of  the  State  locals.  ^^  The  Com- 
mission is  not  controlled  by  the  rates  established  by  State 
Commission,  unless  they  seem  to  be  reasonable  when  ap- 
plied to  interstate  movement.*®  Certainly  a  low  State  rate 
is  no  reason  for  exacting  unreasonable  interstate  rates.  *^ 

§  966.  Supremacy  of  the  federal  system. 

The  Shreveport  case  *^  recently  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  has  resolved  most  of  the  doubts  in  relation  to  the 
situation  in  question.  This  appeal  to  the  courts  was  the 
result  of  an  order  of  the  Commission  directmg  the  carriers 
concerned  "to  duly  and  justly  equalize  the  terms  and 
conditions"  upon  which  they  will  extend  ''transportation 
to  traffic  of  a  similar  character,  moving  into  Texas  from 
Shreveport,  with  that  moving  wholly  within  Texas."     In 

"  Paola  Refining  Co.  v.  M.,  K.  &  «  Bartles  Oil  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 

T.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  29.  P.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  146. 

"  MarahaU  Oil  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  "  Fort  Dodge  Commercial  Club  v. 

Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  210.  I.  C.  R.  R.,  16 1.  C.  C.  572. 

"  Corn  Belt  Meat  Producers  Ass'n  "  Houston,  E.  &  W.  T.  Ry.  v. 

V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,   14   I,  C.  C.  United  States,  234  U.  S.  833,  34  Sup. 

376.  Ct.  833. 
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affirming  this  order  in  principle  the  Supreme  Court  said: 
''It  is  also  clear  that,  in  restraining  the  injurious  discrimina- 
tions against  interstate  traffic  arising  from  the  relation  of 
intrastate  to  interstate  rates,  Congress  is  not  bound  to 
reduce  the  latter  below  what  it  may  deem  to  be  a  proper 
standard,  fair  to  the  carrier  and  to  the  public.  Otherwise, 
it  could  prevent  the  injury  to  interstate  commerce  only 
by  the  sacrifice  of  its  judgment  as  to  interstate  rates.  Con- 
gress is  entitled  to  mamtain  its  own  standard  as  to  these 
rates,  and  to  forbid  any  discriminatory  action  by  inter- 
state carriers  which  will  obstruct  the  freedom  of  move- 
ment of  interstate  traffic  over  their  lines  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  it  estabUshes.  Having  this  power,  Congress 
could  provide  for  its  execution  through  the  aid  of  a  sub- 
ordinate body;  and  we  conclude  that  the  order  of  the 
Commission  now  in  question  cannot  be  held  invalid  upon 
the  ground  that  it  exceeded  the  authority  which  Con- 
gress could  lawfully  confer." 

§  967.  Discrimination  produced  by  State  action. 

The  orders  of  a  State  commission  do  not  justify  in- 
terstate discriminations.*^  But  the  Commission  cannot 
remove  such  discrimination  by  reducing  State  rates.-® 
However  for  a  carrier  to  apply  higher  rates  to  interstate 
than  to  State  traffic  under  like  conditions  is  a  violation 
of  the  law.2^  ^j^  order  of  a  State  railroad  commission 
enforcing  discriminations  against  interstate  commerce  is 
not  acceptable  under  the  Act.--  Where  jobbing  centers  are 
situated  near  State  Unes,  an  advance  of  the  interstate 
charge  and  the  retention  of  the  present  charge  on  State 
shipments  inevitably  results  in  a  discrimination  against 
the  former.  2'    There  are  many  reasons  why  State  and  inter- 

*'R.   R.   Commission   of   La.    v.  **  Cement    Rates    from    Pennsyl- 

St.  L.  8.  W.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  31.  vania  to  New  Jersey,  26  1.  C.  C. 

»Andy^s  Ridge   Coal   Co.   v.   S.  687. 

Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  405.  » In  re  Rates  for  Single  FAckageB, 

«»  Keogh  V.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  22  I.  C.  C.  328. 
Hy.,  26  I.  C.  C.  73. 
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state  rates  should  be  established  in  harmony  with  one 
another;  and  when  the  Commission  is  asked  to  examine 
the  reasonableness  of  an  interstate  rate,  sunilar  rates 
established  by  State  authority  in  that  territory  must 
have  great  influence,  especially  where  they  have  been  long 
acquiesced  in  by  the  carriers.  ^^  Still  these  State  rates 
have  no  binding  force  upon  the  Commission;  they  are 
standards  of  comparison  of  greater  or  less  value,  accord- 
ing as  they  appear  to  be  just  and  reasonable.  Low  State 
rates  cannot  be  neutralized  by  increases  in  interstate 
rates;  ^^  for  a  carrier  cannot  lawfully  discriminate  against 
interstate  in  favor  of  intrastate  traffic.^ 

Tojyic  C.    Valuation  of  Carrier^ s  Property 

§  968.  The  tests  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

Any  discussion  as  to  what  principles  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  weighing  with  the  courts  in  the  determination 
of  capital  always  recurs  to  this  significant  paragraph  in 
Smyth  V.  Ames.^  ''We  hold  that  the  basis  of  all  cal- 
culations as  to  the  reasonableness  of  rates  to  be  charged 
by  a  corporation  maintaining  a  highway  under  legislative 
sanction  must  be  the  fair  value  of  the  property  being 
used  by  it  for  the  convenience  of  the  public.  And  in 
order  to  ascertain  that  value,  the  original  cost  of  con- 
struction, the  amount  expended  in  permanent  improve- 
ments, the  amount  and  market  value  of  its  bonds  and 
stock,  the  present  as  compared  with  the  original  cost  of 
construction,  the  probable  earning  capacity  of  the  property 
under  particular  rates  prescribed  by  statute,  and  the  sum 
required  to  meet  operating  expenses,  are  all  matters  for 
consideration,  and  were  to  be  given  such  weight  as  may 
be  just  and  right  in  each  case.  We  do  not  say  that  there 
may  not  be  other  matters  to  be  regarded  in  estimating 

•*  Com  Belt  Meat  Producers'  Ass'n  *  In  re  Advances  on  Hay,  25  I.  G. 

V.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  376.  C.  680. 

»•  Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v.  ^  169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18 

Anderson  &  Saline  River  Ry.,  18  I.  Sup.  Ct.  419. 
C.  C.  632. 
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the  value  of  the  property.  What  the  company  is  entitled 
to  ask  is  a  fair  return  upon  the  value  of  that  which  it 
employs  for  the  pubUc  convenience."  ^ 

§  969.  The  inquiries  of  the  Congress. 

It  has  been  seen  that  many  theories  as  to  the  basis 
to  be  taken  in  valuing  the  property  of  public  utiUties 
have  been  advanced  at  different  times;  and  that  indeed 
each  of  them  has  its  advocates  at  the  present  day.  The 
actual  securities  at  present  outstanding  are  by  a  few  still 
regarded  as  sacred,  while  at  the  other  extreme  are  those 
who  would  protect  nothing  but  the  estimated  cost  of 
theoretically  reproducing  the  physical  properties  less  the 
demonstrated  depreciation  of  the  actual  properties.  The 
serious  issue  is  between  two  remaining  theories,  one  taking 
the  actual  cost  from  first  to  last  of  the  properties  in  ques- 
tion as  the  base,  the  other  seeking  to  determine  the  pres- 
ent value  of  these  properties  as  going  concerns.^  A  close 
reading  of  the  recent  Act  of  Congress  ordering  the  valuation 
of  the  railways  will  show  that  all  of  these  theories  at 
least  must  have  been  in  the  minds  of  the  lawmakers.  The 
Commission  is  expressly  directed  to  determine  individually 
and  report  separately  the  amount  of  securities  outstanding 
and  the  circumstances  siurounding  their  issue,  the  cost  of 
reproduction,  and  what  deduction  should  be  made  for 
actual  depreciation,  the  original  cost  to  date  of  each 
piece  of  property  owned  by  the  carrier,  and  all  the  elements 
of  value  discoverable  in  the  properties  under  examination. 
Congress  is  making  no  decisions  as  yet;  it  is  asking  that 
all  the  facts  may  be  brought  out.'® 

§  970.  The  investigations  of  the  Commission. 

Since  its  organization  the  Commission  had  occasion 
several  times  to  inquire  into  the  justification  for  more 

"  The  inconsistency  of  these  tests  ^  See  the  Advances  in  Rates  Cases 

has  often  been  pointed  out  by  the  of  1910,  20  I.  C.  C.  243. 

Commission,    see    Re   Advances    in  *>  See  the  Five  Per  Cent  Cases  of 

Freight  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  391,  passim,  1914,  Aug.  2  and  Dec.  18,  1914. 
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or  less  general  advances  in  freight  rates,  which  have  been 
scheduled  from  time  to  time  by  the  trunk  lines.  It  has 
always  been  urged  by  counsel  at  such  times  that  the  rail- 
roads should  have  the  right  to  advance  rates  imtil  it  was 
shown  that  they  were  earning  more  than  a  fair  return  upon 
their  outstanding  capitahzation.  The  Commissioners  have, 
therefore,  felt  called  upon  to  indicate  in  elaborate  opinions 
their  views  upon  this  troublesome  question  of  the  proper 
basis  of  capital  charges.  They  have  thus  discussed  and 
criticised  all  of  the  existing  theories ;' and  quotations  from 
their  opinions  on  various  points  will  therefore  be  made  in 
the  following  paragraphs.^*  Before  1910  the  railroads 
could  put  in  force  schedules  advancing  their  rates,  leaving 
it  to  subsequent  proceedings  before  the  Commission  to 
show  that  the  rates  were  unreasonable.  But  to  prevent 
this  in  1910  legislation  was  passed  giving  the  Commission 
power  to  suspend  advances  in  rates  pending  an  investiga- 
tion to  their  reasonableness.^^  From  time  to  time  very 
frequently  of  late  years  the  Commission  has  conducted 
special  investigations  of  the  financial  conditions  of  certain 
systems.  These  have  been  held  either  by  express  direction 
of  Congress  or  one  of  the  houses  thereof,  or  as  part  of  some 
proceeding  before  it  or  as  an  independent  investigation  on 
its  own  initiative."  In  these  investigations  it  has  had 
occasion  to  inquire  into  the  issue  of  securities,  the  bases 
of  capitalization,  the  allocation  of  charges,  and  the  provision 
of  depreciation.  A  great  amount  of  material  for  study 
has  thus  been  accumulated.^^ 

§  971.  Necessity  for  official  valuations. 

Previous  to  the  recent  legislation  directing  the  Com- 
mission to  undertake  a  valuation  of  the  railroads  of  the 

**  See  particularly  Re  Advance  in  N.  H.  &  H.  Finances,  and  the  St. 

Freight  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  301,  Louis  &  S.  F.  Investigation. 

passim.  **See  also  the  Chicago,  M.  T.  P. 

'*  See  also  Re  Advances  in  Rates,  S.  Accounts,  and  the  New  York  C.  & 

20  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  243,  passim.  H.  R.  R.  R.  Consolidation. 

»»See  particularly  the  New  York, 
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country  the  Commission  has  often  remarked  that  it  has 
no  authority  to  put  a  value  upon  raihoad  property  or  to 
prescribe  elements  to  be  considered  in  determining  that 
value.'^  And  it  has  had  occasion  to  remark  that  if  any 
importance  whatever  is  to  be  attached  to  the  cost  of 
reproduction  in  the  establishment  of  railway  rates,  the 
valuation  must  be  undertaken  by  the  Government  itself.  *• 
It  is  plain  that  until  there  be  fixed,  either  by  legislative 
enactment  or  judicial  interpretation,  some  definite  basis 
for  the  valuation  of  railroad  property  and  some  limit  up 
to  which  that  property  shall  be  allowed  to  earn  upon  that 
valuation,  there  can  be  no  exact  determination  of  these 
questions.'^  In  the  absence  of  such  a  standard  the  tribu- 
nal, whether  court  or  commission,  which  is  called  upon  to 
consider  this  matter,  can  only  rely  upon  the  exercise  of  its 
best  judgment.^  How  the  Commission  is  Ukely  to  be  in- 
cUned  in  dealing  with  the  valuation  of  the  properties  of  the 
carriers  may  only  be  judged  from  what  it  has  said  already 
in  former  investigations,  so  far  as  these  have  a  general 
character;  and  therefore,  some  quotations  from  the  most 
important  of  them  will  be  made  at  this  point. 

§  972.  Valuation  based  upon  investment. 

It  is  often  urged  that  the  money  actually  invested  in  a 
railway  ought  to  furnish  a  basis  upon  which  returns  should 
be  made,  and  this  is  at  first  thought  a  plausible  suggestion 
and  might  in  many  cases  be  a  reasonably  just  one.  In 
many  cases  it  would  not,  as  the  Commission  has  pointed 
out.  '^t  was  said  in  argument  before  the  Commission  re- 
cently that  the  capitalization  of  the  Mobile  &  Ohio  Rail- 
way represented  the  actual  money  which  had  been  in- 
vested in  that  property,  and  no  more.  This  road  was 
largely  obliterated  by  the  civil  war,  and  was  operated  at 

**  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  East-  "^  Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates,  9 

em  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243.  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  382. 

"•  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  »  Morgan  Grain  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L.  R^ 

15  I.  C.  C.  376.  19  I.  C.  C.  460. 
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great  loss  during  that  war.  All  this  is  now  represented  in 
its  capital  stock.  Should  the  stockholders  of  that  railway 
company  be  indemnified  for  the  loss  of  their  property 
when  ahnost  every  species  of  property  m  that  section  was 
destroyed?  Where  there  is  no  question  of  war,  or  its 
devastations,  the  money  actually  paid  into  a  railway  prop- 
erty may  represent  all  manner  of  waste  and  extravagance. 
Clearly  the  public  ought  not  to  pay  this.^  It  is  fre- 
quently claimed  that  a  railroad  should  be  allowed  to  earn 
upon  the  basis  of  its  capitalization.  Such  a  test  as  this 
is  even  worse  than  the  last  preceding,  for  while  money 
actually  invested  in  a  railway  property  may  represent 
disaster  or  extravagance,  or  even  positive  dishonesty, 
there  are  numerous  cases  where  the  capital  stock  of  such 
company  represents  absolutely  nothing  whatever.  The 
Erie  Railway  is  capitalized  at  the  present  time  for  nearly 
$300,000  per  mile.  The  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern 
Railway,  which  is  in  a  way  a  parallel  and  competing  line, 
and  in  every  sense  better  in  point  of  construction  and 
equipment,  is  capitalized  for  about  $100,000  per  mile. 
These  two  roads  both  carry  grain  from  Chicago  to  New 
York;  the  Lake  Shore  much  more  economically  than  the 
Erie;  and  the  rate  must  be  the  same  by  both.  Which 
capitalization  shall  govern?" 


§  973.  Present  value  the  basis  of  valuation* 

The  railways  have  succeeded  in  their  contention  that 
they  should  be  allowed  to  earn  interest  on  their  funded 
debts  and  a  dividend  upon  their  capital  stock  so  far  as 
this  is  a  fair  return  upon  the  v^ue  of  that  which  it  em- 
ploys for  the  pubUc  convenience.  *'But,"  said  the  Coimnis- 
sion  in  one  investigation,  ''what  is  the  value  of  a  railway? 
Does  not  that  value  depend  almost  wholly  upon  the  rate 
which  it  is  permitted  to  charge?  If  the  rates  upon  a  rail- 
way system  are  reduced  without  thereby  stimulating  the 
movement  of  traffic  the  value  of  the  property  is  diminished. 

*•  Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C.  391. 
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If  its  rates  are  advanced  without  loss  of  traffic  the  value  of 
its  property  is  increased.  Stated  in  another  way:  the 
value  of  a  railway  depends  upon  what  it  can  earn  on  the 
basis  of  a  reasonable  rate,  and  the  reasonableness  of  a 
rate  depends  upon  the  return  which  it  will  yield  upon  the 
value  of  the  property/'^  The  cost  of  reproducing  rail- 
way property  has  been  suggested  as  a  basis  upon  which 
return  should  be  allowed.  ''But  this,  while  of  great 
assistance  in  arriving  at  a  just  result,  could  not  be  taken 
as  an  exclusive  guide.  Many  of  our  railways  were  built 
years  ago,  when  the  cost  of  construction  was  much  greater 
than  now.  In  the  development  of  that  industry  they 
have  been  reconstructed  and  improved.  The  first  outlay 
has  perhaps  been  rendered  practically  worthless,  and  a 
railway  honestly  managed,  never  having  paid  excessive 
dividends,  may  actually  represent  to-day  much  more 
money  than  the  present  cost  of  building.  Those  who 
originally  invested  their  money  in  this  enterprise  and  have 
kept  pace  with  the  public  necessities  ought  not  to  be  re- 
quired to  bear  the  entire  burden  of  this  shrinkage." 

§  974.  Whether  market  values  should  be  considered. 

There  is  another  aspect  in  which  this  stock  and  bond 
factor  is  important.^*  ''The  Government  has  invited  private 
capital  to  invest  in  the  construction  and  operation  of  these 
public  utilities.  While  it  might  have  estabUshed  the  rate, 
it  has  left  that  to  competitive  forces.  The  public  has  for 
many  years  known  the  results  of  the  operations  of  these 
defendants,  and  their  securities  have  thereby  acquired 
certain  values  upon  the  market.  At  these  values  enormous 
private  investments  have  been  made.  Now,  this  Govern- 
ment having  permitted  this  to  be  done  cannot  close  its 
eyes  to  the  fact  that  it  has  been  done.  We  cannot  be  ob- 
Uvious  to  the  effect  of  our  action  upon  the  value  of  these 
investments,  which  have  been  made  in  good  faith.     In 

*°  Re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates,      Co.  v.  Pub.  U.  Comm'rs,  N.  J.  Ct.  E. 
supra.  &  App.y  filed  Dec.  9,  1914. 

**See  the  opinion  in  Public  Serv. 
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this  view  the  market  value  of  these  stocks  and  bonds 
for  the  last  10  years  certainly,  and  the  effect  which  our 
action  may  have  upon  their  market  value  for  the  future, 
must  be  considered.  We  cannot,  of  course,  allow  such 
rates  as  will  in  all  cases  guarantee  or  perpetuate  the  prices 
at  which  these  stocks  have  been  bought,  but  in  viewing 
the  entire  situation  we  should  have  it  in  mind."  *^ 

§  976.  Consideration  given  to  the  entrepreneur. 

The  suggestion  was  thrown  out  in  one  opinion  of  the 
Commission "  that  a  certam  return  upon  the  abiUty  to 
conceive  and  execute  the  project  might  be  taken  into 
consideration.  But  in  the  light  of  the  context,  this  ap- 
pears to  be  no  more  than  a  fair  return  upon  the  invest- 
ment. The  quotation  follows:  "As  already  remarked, 
the  Southern  Railway  is  the  consolidation  of  numerous 
independent  railroad  properties.  It  has  become  through 
this  process  of  growth  a  great  railroad  system  embracing 
to-day  a  mileage  of  more  than  6,000  miles.  In  this  opera- 
tion properties  which  were  worthless  have  been  put  to- 
gether to  form  a  valuable  whole.  The  physical  condition 
of  those  properties  has  been  enormously  improved.  The 
facilities  afforded  to  their  patrons  have  been  increased. 
The  whole  territory  involved  must  be  benefited  by  this 
amalgamation,  so  far  as  its  physical  service  is  concerned. 
This  enterprise  is  a  perfectly  legitimate  one.  The  men  who 
have  conceived  and  executed  it  are  entitled  to  a  fair  re- 
turn upon  the  money  which  has  been  actually  invested 
in  it.  They  are  entitled,  in  addition,  to  a  reasonable 
profit  on  the  ability  to  conceive  and  execute  a  project  of  this 
sort.  They  have  no  right  to  exact  a  return  upon  an  ex- 
travagant capitalization,  but  whatever  has  honestly  and 
in  good  faith  and  reasonably  gone  into  this  enterprise 
should  be  protected.  On  the  other  hand,  the  people  in 
this  territory  are  entitled  to  protection." 

**  Re  Advances  in  Rates,  Eastern         **  Danville  v.  Southern  Ry.,  8  I. 
Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243.  C.  C.  Rep.  409. 
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§  976.  Details  of  the  present  valuation. 

In  ascertaining  the  original  cost  to  date  of  the  proper- 
ties of  the  raihoads  the  Commission  is  instructed  in  the 
Act  of  1913  in  addition  to  such  other  elements  as  it  may 
deem  necessary  to  report  upon  the  history  and  organiza- 
tion of  the  present  and  any  previous  corporation  operating 
the  roads.  There  must  be  ascertainment  and  report  upon 
increases  or  decreases  of  stocks  and  bonds  and  the  moneys 
or  properties  received  therefor,  and  specifically  the  sjox- 
dicating,  bauking  and  other  financial  arrangements  under 
which  such  issues  were  made  and  the  expense  thereof. 
And  furthermore,  there  must  be  investigation  of  the  ex- 
penditure of  all  moneys  by  all  these  corporations  and  the 
purposes  for  which  these  expenditures  were  made  in  detaU. 
Every  raihoad  must  furnish  to  the  Commission  maps, 
profiles,  contracts  relating  to  its  construction  and  give 
the  Commission  free  access  to  its  accounts,  records  and 
memoranda.  And  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  Com- 
mission with  statement  of  the  special  reasons  therefor, 
the  records  and  data  so  collected  by  the  Commission  shall 
be  open  to  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the  pubUc. 
To  what  extent  the  original  cost  can  be  worked  out  from 
what  papers  there  have  been  preserved  of  the  many  cor- 
porations which  went  out  of  existence  so  long  ago,  is  prob- 
lematical. In  most  of  those  cases  the  original  investors 
were  losers;  and  reorganization  proceedmgs  have  covered 
over  their  losses.  Indeed,  there  seems  to  be  little  doubt 
that  if  all  the  capital  actually  put  into  the  construction 
of  our  railroads  taken  as  a  whole  could  be  discovered  it 
will  be  found  that  the  present  net  earnings  of  the  rail- 
roads, taken  together,  would  make  so  moderate  a  per  cent 
that  the  cry  could  never  again  be  raised  that  oui;  railroads 
are  taking  exorbitant  profits. 

§  977.  Finality  of  this  valuation. 

The  Commission  is  instructed  generally  to  give  an  an- 
alysis of  the  methods  of  valuation  employed,  and  to  ex- 
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plain  the  reasons  for  differences  resulting  from  employing 
the  differing  bases  indicated.  As  the  Ck)mmission  will 
have  large  sums  at  its  disposal  to  employ  experts  in  the 
field  of  valuation  their  report  ought  to  go  far  toward 
clearing  up  the  difficulties  which  have  just  been  discussed. 
,  One  may  hope  that  out  of  this  investigation  may  come  at 
least  an  agreement  as  to  the  basis  of  valuation,  and  an 
understanding  of  the  application  of  the  principles  deter- 
mined: The  Commission  is  to  move  with  some  caution, 
the  first  appraisals  of  a  given  property  being  regarded  as 
tentative.  It  is  open  to  any  company  reported  to  apply 
for  special  hearing  in  its  own  case.  Should,  however, 
the-  company  let  thirty  days  pass  without  protest  after 
the  appraisal  has  been  served  upon  it  the  valuation  is 
said  to  be  final.  And  yet  it  is  open  apparently  to  the 
company  to  introduce  in  court  proceedings,  where  this 
final  valuation  is  brought  in  evidence,  additional  evidence 
as  to  the  real  valuation.  Thereupon  the  new  evidence  is 
transmitted  to  the  Commission  for  further  examination; 
and  their  report  thereon  is  to  be  final.  And  yet  one 
wonders  whether  this  is  an  ultimate  finaUty.  Can  the 
power  be  taken  from  the  courts  to  determine  by  what 
facts  and  under  what  theories  one  shall  be  deprived  of  his 
all  by  governmental  bodies?  Perhaps  by  the  time  this 
question  comes  to  the  courts  of  last  resort  people  will 
feel  that  we  should  not  expect  to  hold  any  rights,  however 
fundamental,  save  at  the  disposal  of  the  commissions 
set  over  us  to  take  us  in  charge. 

Topic  D.    Prohibition  of  Intercorporate  Relationships 

§  978.  Restraint  of  trade  at  common  law. 

In  accordance  with  the  doctrines  in  the  common  law 
from  time  immemorial  against  restraint  of  trade,  any  ar- 
rangements between  carriers  for  pooling  their  business  in 
any  way  must  inevitably  be  held  invalid  as  in  restraint 
of  trade,  unless  some  distinction  is  taken  by  reason  of 
the  peculiarity  of  their  situation.     The  most  lucid  state- 
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ment  of  the  actual  law  is  that  of  Mr.  Justice  CalweU, 
in  one  of  the  more  recent  Federal  cases  ^^  where  all  relief 
was  refused  one  party  to  an  elaborate  pooling  contract 
against  another  for  refusal  to  account  according  to  its 
terms,  upon  the^  general  principles  thus  succinctly  stated: 
''A  railroad  company  is  a  quasi-public  corporation,  and 
owes  certain  duties  to  the  public,  among  which  are  the 
duties  to  afford  reasonable  faciUties  for  the  transportation 
of  persons  and  property,  and  to  charge  only  reasonable 
rates  for  such  service.  Any  contract  by  which  it  disables 
itself  from  performing  these  duties  or  which  makes  it  to 
its  interest  not  to  perform  them,  or  removes  all  incentive 
to  their  performance,  is  contrary  to  pubUc  policy  and 
void."  ^- 

§  979.  Certain  decisions  support  pooling. 

However,  there  are  a  few  cases  which  hold  that  pooling 
in  public  services  instead  of  being  peculiarly  ill^al,  should 
really  be  regarded  as  truly  in  accordance  with  public  in- 
terests, and  therefore  not  against  public  policy.  To  this 
yiew  many  economists  and  some  legists  incline.  Indeed, 
this  seems  to  be  the  English  law,^*  which  is  followed  in  a 
few  American  jurisdictions.^^  In  the  leading  English  case 
just  cited,  Vice  Chancellor  Wood  dismissed  the  argument 
that  the  pooling  agreement  which  was  being  questioned 
was  against  public  policy  by  saying:  ''It  is  a  mistaken 
notion  that  the  public  is  benefited  by  pitting  two  railway 
companies  against  each  other  till  one  is  ruined,  the  result 
being,  at  last,  to  raise  the  fares  to  the  highest  possible 
standard."  Strong  though  this  argument  may  be,  it  must 
address  itself  now  to  the  legislative  branch;  the  weight  of 
authority  against  it  at  common  law  is  overwhelming. 

*<  Chicago,   M.   &   St.   P.  Ry.  v.  water,  4  Denio,  349,  47  Am.  Dec.  258. 

Wabaflh,  St.  L.  &  P.  Ry.,  61  Fed.  «  Hare  v.  London  &  Northwestern 

993,  9  C.  C.  A.  659.  Ry.,  2  Johns.  A  H.  80. 

^  Citing    Gibbs    v.    Consolidated  ^  Manchester  &  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 

Gas  Co.,  130  U.  S.  396,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Concord  R.  R.,  66  N.  H.  100,  20  AtL 

553,  32  L.  ed.  979;  Hooker  v.  Vande-  383,  9  L.  R.  A.  689. 
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§  980.  Pooling  forbidden  by  fhe  Commerce  Act 

Any  arrangement,  oral  or  otherwise,  or  combination, 
which  has  for  its  purpose  and  eventuates  in  the  pooling 
of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads,  comes 
within  the  inhibition  of  the  Act.  The  statute  contem- 
plates two  methods  of  pooling,  both  of  which  are  pro- 
hibited: First,  a  physical  pool,  which  means  a  distribution 
by  the  carriers  of  property  offered  for  transportation 
among  different  and  competing  railroads  in  proportions 
and  on  percentages  previously  agreed  upon;  and,  secondly, 
a  money  pool,  which  is  described  best  in  the  language 
of  the  statute,  "to  divide  between  them  [different  and 
competing  railroads]  the  aggregate  or  net  proceeds  of  the 
earnings  of  such  railroads,  or  any  portion  thereof."  The 
statute  provides  for  the  indictment  not  only  of  the  carrier 
itself,  but  also  of  the  officers  individually  where  the  car- 
rier is  a  corporation,  so  that  in  such  case  both  are  in- 
dictable.^ But  apparently  an  agreement  between  rail- 
roads for  a  division  of  territory  into  which  each  may 

extend  branch  lines  is  not  covered  by  the  Act.'** 

I 

§  981.  Meaning  of  the  Sherman  Act 

The  railroad  pools  were  the  first  commercial  combina- 
tions to  feel  the  force  of  the  Anti-trust  Act  of  1900; 
railroads^  indeed,  were  indisputably  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce.  The  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Associa- 
tion ^  was  the  first  to  be  attacked.  This  was  a  railroad 
pool  of  the  typical  sort,  providing  for  a  distribution  of 
traffic  and  a  division  of  its  freights  upon  a  pro  rata  basis. 
Any  arrangement  of  this  kind  plainly  does  away  with  real 
competition;  and  as  such  combinations  have  always  been 
regarded  as  illegal  at  common  law,  it  was  plainly  right  to 
hold  this  pool  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  within 
the  words  of  the  statute.     Still  the  railway  bar,  arrayed 

« In  re  Pooling  Freighte,  115  Fed.      N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
588.  592,  6  I.  C.  C.  195. 

«  Freight    Bureau    v.    Cincinnati,  "  166  U.  S.  290. 
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now  in  behalf  of  its  own  patrons,  made  a  desperate  at- 
tack upon  the  application  of  the  statute.  But  the  Su- 
preme Court,  now  become  more  sophisticated,  held  that, 
as  the  direct  effect  of  this  combination  was  to  control 
competition  in  transportation  between  the  States,  its  con- 
tinuance constituted  a  plain  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce. A  little  later  the  case  of  the  Joint  Passenger  TraflSc 
Association  "  came  on  for  disposition.  The  draftsmen  of 
that  agreement  had  seen  to  it  that  the  pooling  did  not  go 
so  far  as  formerly,  and  indeed,  out  of  abundant  caution, 
had  put  in  a  clause  that  nothing  therein  should  be  con- 
strued as  in  violation  of  the  anti-trust  law.  But,  as  the 
substance  of  competition  was  really  touched  by  the  agree- 
ment, the  Supreme  Court  said  that  this  pool,  too,  should 
be  dissolved  for  its  direct  restraint  of  interstate  commerce. 

§  982.  Extent  of  the  Clajrton  Amendments. 

By  the  Clayton  Act  of  1914,  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
compliance  with  certain  sections  so  far  as  carriers  subject 
to  the  Act  are  concerned  is  vested  in  the  Commission. 
For  instance,  there  is  the  section  providing  that  no  cor- 
poration engaged  in  commerce  shall  acquire,  directly  or 
indirectly,  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  stock  or  other  share 
capital  of  another  corporation  engaged  also  in  commerce, 
where  the  effect  of  such  acquisition  may  be  to  substantially 
lessen  competition  between  the  corporation  whose  stock 
is  so  acquired  and  the  corporation  making  the  acquisition; 
and  that  no  corporation  shall  acquire,  directly  or  indirectly, 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  stock  or  other  share  capital 
of  two  or  more  corporations  engaged  in  commerce  where 
the  effect  of  such  acquisition,  or  the  use  of  such  stock  by 
the  voting  or  granting  of  proxies  or  otherwise,  may  be 
to  substantially  lessen  competition  between  such  cor- 
porations. But  by  explicit  proviso  nothing  therein  con- 
tained shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  any  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  laws  to  regulate  commerce  from  aiding  in 

"  171  u.  S.  505. 
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the  construction  of  branches  or  short  lines  so  located  as 
to  become  feeders  to  the  main  line  of  the  company  so 
aiding  in  such  construction  or  from  acquiring  or  owning 
all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  such  branch  lines,  nor  to 
prevent  any  such  common  carrier  from  acquiring  and 
owning  all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  a  branch  or  short 
line  constructed  by  an  independent  company  where  there 
is  no  substantial  competition  between  the  company  own- 
ing the  branch  line  so  constructed  and  the  company  own- 
ing the  main  line  acquiring  the  property  or  an  interest 
therein,  nor  to  prevent  such  common  carrier  from  ex- 
tending any  of  its  lines  through  the  medium  of  the  ac- 
quisition of  stock  or  otherwise  of  any  other  such  common 
carrier  where  there  is  no  substantial  competition  between 
the  company  extending  its  lines  and  the  company  whose 
stock,  property,  or  an  interest  therein  is  so  acquired. 

§  983.  Provisions  of  the  Panama  Act 

In  the  Panama  Act  of  1912  there  was  included  an  amend- 
ment to  section  5  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  to 
the  effect  that  after  July  1,  1914,  it  shall  be  imlawful 
for  any  railroad  company  or  other  common  carrier  subject 
to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  to  own,  lease,  operate, 
control,  or  have  any  interest  whatsoever  (by  stock  owner- 
ship or  otherwise,  either  directly,  indirectly,  through  any 
holding  company,  or  by  stockholders  or  directors  in  com- 
mon, or  in  any  other  manner)  in  any  common  carrier  by 
water  with  which  said  railroad  or  other  carrier  aforesaid 
does  or  may  compete  for  traffic  or  any  vessel  carrying 
freight  or  passengers  upon  said  water  route  or  elsewhere 
with  which  said  raihoad  or  other  carrier  aforesaid  does 
or  may  compete  for  traffic.  Jurisdiction  was  conferred  on 
the  Commission  to  determine  questions  of  fact  as  to  the 
competition  or  possibiUty  of  competition,  after  full  hearing, 
on  the  appUcation  of  any  railroad  company  or  other  car- 
rier. If  the  Commission  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  any 
such  existing  specified  service  by  water  other  than  through 
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the  Panama  Canal  is  being  operated  in  the  interest  of  the 
public  and  is  of  advantage  to  the  convenience  and  com- 
merce of  the  people,  and  that  such  extension  will  neither 
exclude,  prevent,  nor  reduce  competition  on  the  route 
by  water  imder  consideration,  it  may,  by  order,  extend 
the  time  during  which  such  service  by  water  may  continue 
to  be  operated  beyond  July  first,  nineteen  hundred  and 
fourteen.  In  every  case  of  such  extension  the  rates, 
schedules,  and  practices  of  such  water  carrier  shall  be  filed 
with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and  shall  be 
subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  and  all  amend- 
ments thereto  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  is  the  railroad  or  other  common  carrier  controlling  such 
water  carrier  or  interested  in  any  manner  in  its  operation. 

§  984.  Examples  of  pooling  arrangements. 

Railway  companies  which  enter  into  an  association  to 
control  traffic  to  a  common  market,  and  maintain  rates 
higher  than  are  reasonable,  imjustly  prejudicial,  and  pref- 
erential, if  not  jointly  liable,  are  at  least  severally  liable 
under  this  provision;  and  the  ''fines"  or  "penalties"  im- 
posed by  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  of  the  Southern 
Railway  &  Steamship  Association  on  members  for  viola- 
tion of  association  rules  appear  on  the  face  of  that  agree- 
ment to  be  available  as  substitutes  for  payment  which 
would  be  exacted  under  a  regular  pooling  system,  and  the 
arrangement  under  which  they  are  imposed  is  tantamount 
to  a  combination,  contract,  or  agreement  ''for  the  pooling 
of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads,  or  to 
divide  between  them  the  aggregate  or  net  proceeds  of  the 
earnings  of  such  railroads  or  any  portion  thereof,"  which 
are  forbidden  by  the  statute. ^^  In  one  recent  investigation 
an  agreement  between  the  New  Haven  and  the  New  York 
Central  was  discussed,  and  the  conclusion  was  reached 
that,  as  this  guaranty  of  earnings  did  away  with  any 

**  Freight    Bureau    v.    Cincinnati,      N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep. 

592,  6  I.  C.  C.  195. 
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incentive  to  competition,  it  was  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  Act  of  Congress.**  The  mere  fact  that  an  advance 
in  rates  is  the  product  of  an  unlawful  combination  by 
interstate  carriers  will  not  justify  the  Commission  in 
setting  aside  such  rate  if  not  unreasonably  high.*^  At 
all  events,  power  to  deal  with  pooling  by  proceedings 
directed  agamst  it  was  not  given  to  the  Commission  when 
pooling  was  made  illegal  by  the  Act  originally.** 

§  985.  Certain  agreements  held  valid. 

The  Conmiission  has  held  that  it  is  at  least  doubtful 
whether  section  5  of  the  Act  applies  to  a  practice  whereby 
the  transportation  of  immigrants  from  Atlantic  ports 
westward  is  divided  between  the  carriers  in  agreed  pro- 
portions based  upon  the  proportion  of  the  domestic  pas- 
senger traffic  done  by  each  line,  where  such  a  practice 
cannot  be  made  effective  in  respect  to  any  other  class  of 
passenger  business,  and  the  immigrants  are  carried  at 
domestic  published  rates,  and  the  arrangements  adopted 
by  the  carriers  in  connection  with  the  immigration  au- 
thorities of  the  United  States  have  efficiently  promoted 
the  protection  and  greatly  improved  the  treatment  and 
comfort  of  immigrants.*^  Certain  transcontinental  carriers 
adopted  as  part  of  an  agreement  for  a  through  rate  from 
California  to  the  East,  for  oranges  and  other  citrus  fruits, 
a  rule  under  which  the  right  of  routing  beyond  its  own 
terminal  is  reserved  to  the  initial  carrier  as  the  condition 
of  guaranteeing  the  through  rates  to  the  shipper.  The 
initial  carrier  promised  fair  treatment  to  the  connecting 
lines,  and  carried  out  such  promise,  but  there  was  no  agree- 
ment to  give  any  specific  amount  of  tonnage  to  any  par- 
ticular connecting  line.  The  rule  was  intended  to  break 
up  rebating  by  the  connecting  hues,  and,  in  its  practical 

M  New  England  InveBtigation,  27  <*  China  &  Japan  Trading  Co.  v. 

I.  C.  C.  560.  Georgia  R.  Co.,  12  I.  C.  C.  236. 

»*Tifft  V.  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  10  "Re    Transportation    of    Inuni- 

1.  C.  C.  Rep.  548.  grants  from  New  York,  10  I.  C.  C. 

Rep.  13. 

[895] 


§965]  Railboao  Rate  Rbgulation 


operation,  the  actual  routing  was  genoally  conceded  to 
the  fAnppcTf  and  his  requests  to  divert  shipments  en  route 
were  usuaUy  aOowed.  It  was  held  by  the.  Supreme  Court 
that  this  was  not  a  pooling  of  freights  such  as  is  forbidden 
by  the  Act.^^  In  a  later  proceeding  as  to  passenger  ar- 
rangements for  handling  certain  matters  of  administration 
jointly,  it  was  held  that  the  manner  of  dividing  validation 
fees  did  not  constitute  violation  of  secticm  5.^ 


•'Southern  Pacific  Co.  y.  Inter-         "Biter  ▼.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  19  I. 
state   Conuneroe   CommiaBion,    200      C.  C.  R.  443. 
U.  S.  536,  26  Sup.  Ct.  330. 
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CHAPTER  XXI 

SUPERVISOBY  POWEBS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

S  990.  Provisioiis  of  the  Act. 
991.  Power  to  investigate  rates. 

Tojdc  A.  Bases  oj  Commission  RegulcUion 

§  992.  R^ulation  of  rates  by  the  State. 

993.  Ways  in  which  power  is  exercised. 

994.  Power  to  pass  on  reasonableness  of  rates. 

995.  Duty  of  the  courts  to  pajss  on  reasonableness  of  rates. 

996.  Fixing  rates  by  administrative  commissions. 

997.  Nature  of  their  powers. 

998.  Delegation  of  rate-making  power. 

999.  Limitations  of  the  principle. 

Topic  B.  Administralive  Functions  of  the  Commission 

i  1000.  Nature  of  the  Commission. 

1001.  Functions  of  the  Commission. 

1002.  Basb  of  its  powers. 

1003.  Limitations  upon  its  jurisdiction. 

1004.  Extent  of  its  supervision. 

1005.  Visitorial  powers  in  general. 

1006.  What  supervision  implies. 

1007.  Status  of  the  Commission. 

Topic  C.  AtUhorily  to  Investigate  Conditions 

§  1008.  Livestigation  by  the  Commission. 

1009.  Limitation  of  its  scope. 

1010.  Jurisdiction  of  the  federal  Commission. 

1011.  Extent  of  its  powers. 

1012.  Powers  of  State  commissions. 
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Topic  D.  Proceedings  on  Its  Gum  Motion 

§  1016.  LiYCStigation  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motioii. 

1017.  Investigation  as  a  result  of  filing  new  tariff. 

1018.  Investigation  by  order  of  CongresB. 

1019.  Procedure  upon  such  investigation. 

1020.  Due  process  of  administration. 

1021.  Jealous  protection  of  substantial  rights. 

1022.  Constitutional  limitations  upon  the  federal  govenmient. 

1023.  Recognition  of  these  by  the  Commission. 

§  990.  Provisions  of  fhe  Act. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  provided  for  in 
section  24  in  1906,  is  composed  of  seven  commissioners, 
who  are  appointed  by  the  President  for  seven-year  terms, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  Any 
commissioner  may  be  removed  by  the  President  for  in- 
eflBciency,  neglect  of  duty,  or  malfeasance  in  oflBce.  Not 
more  than  four  of  the  commissioners  shall  be  appointed 
from  the  same  political  party  according  to  section  11. 
No  person  in  the  employ  of  or  holding  any  official  relation 
to  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  or  owning  stock  or  bonds  thereof,  or  who  is  in  any 
manner  pecuniarily  interested  therein,  shall  enter  upon 
the  duties  of  or  hold  such  office.  The  Commissioners 
shall  not  engage  in  any  other  business,  vocation,  or  em- 
ployment. No  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall  impair 
the  right  of  the  remaining  commissioners  to  exercise  all 
the  powers  of  the  Commission.  The  principal  office  of 
the  Commission  is  at  Washington,  where  its  general  ses- 
sions are  held;  but  whenever  the  convenience  of  the  public 
or  the  parties  may  be  promoted  or  delay  or  expense  pre- 
vented thereby,  the  Commission  may  hold  special  ses- 
sions in  any  part  of  the  United  States.  And  it  may,  by 
section  19,  by  one  or  more  of  the  commissioners,  prosecute 
any  inquiry  necessary  to  its  duties,  in  any  part  of  the 
United  States,  into  any  matter  or  question  of  fact  per- 
taining to  the  business  of  any  common  carrier  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  By  section  12  the  Commission 
shall  have  authority  to  inquire  into  the  management  of 
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the  business  of  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act,  and  shall  keep  itself  informed  as  to  the 
manner  and  method  in  which  the  same  is  conducted,  and 
shall  have  the  right  to  obtain  from  such  common  carriers 
full  and  complete  information  necessary  to  enable  the 
Commission  to  perform  the  duties  and  carry  out  the  ob- 
jects for  which  it  was  created.  Furthermore,  the  Com- 
mission is  authorized  and  required  to  execute  and  en- 
force the  provisions  of  this  Act;  and,  upon  the  request  of 
the  Commission,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  any  district  at- 
torney of  the  United  States  to  whom  the  Commission  may 
apply  to  institute  in  the  proper  court  and  to  prosecute 
under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States  all  necessary  proceedings  for  the  enforcement  of 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  for  the  punishment  of  all 
violations  thereof. 

§  991.  Power  to  investigate  rates. 

Whenever  there  shall  be  filed  with  the  Commission  any 
schedule  stating  a  new  individual  or  joint  rate,  fare, 
charge,  or  classification,  or  regulation  or  practice  affect- 
ing any  rate  or  charge^  the  Commission  shall  have  au- 
thority, either  upon  complaint  or  upon  its  own  initiative 
without  complaint,  at  once,  and  if  it  so  orders,  without 
answer  or  other  formal  pleading  by  the  interested  carrier 
or  carriers,  but  upon  reasonable  notice,  to  enter  upon  a 
hearing  concerning  the  propriety  of  such  rate,  fare,  charge, 
classification,  regulation,  or  practice.  Pending  such  hear- 
ing and  the  decision  thereon,  the  Commission,  upon  filing 
with  such  schedule  and  delivering  to  the  carrier  or  carriers 
affected  thereby  a  statement  in  writing  of  its  reasons  for 
such  suspension,  may  suspend  the  operation  of  such  schedule 
and  defer  the  use  of  such  rate,  fare,  charge,  classification, 
regulation,  or  practice,  but  not  for  a  longer  period  than 
one  hundred  and  twenty  days.  After  full  hearing,  whether 
completed  before  or  after  such  changes  go  into  effect,  the 
Commission  may  make  such  order  in  reference  thereto 
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as  would  be  proper  in  a  proceeding  initiated  thereafter. 
If  any  such  hearing  cannot  be  concluded  within  the  period 
of  suspension,  as  above  stated,  the  Commission  may,  in 
its  discretion,  extend  the  time  of  suspension  for  a  further 
period  not  exceeding  six  months.  At  any  such  hearing 
involving  a  rate  increase,  the  burden  of  proof  to  show  that 
the  increased  rate  is  just  and  reasonable  shall  be  upon  the 
common  carrier;  and  the  Commission  shall  give  to  the 
hearing  and  decision  of  such  questions  preference  over  all 
other  questions  pending  before  it.  And  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Act  the  Commission  is  given  power  to  require,  by  sub- 
poena, the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses  and  the 
production  of  all  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agree- 
ments, and  documents  relating  to  any  matter  under  investi- 
gation. Such  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the  production 
of  such  documentary  evidence,  may  be  required  from  any 
place  in  the  United  States,  at  any  designated  place  of 
hearing;  aad  in  case  of  disobedience  to  a  subpoena  the 
Commission,  or  any  party  to  a  proceeding  before  the  Com- 
mission, may  invoke  the  aid  of  any  court  of  the  United 
States. 

Topic  A.    Basis  of  Commission  Regylation 

§  992.  Regulation  of  rates  by  the  State. 

The  basis  of  the  right  of  the  State  to  regulate  the  rates 
of  public-service  companies  is  the  principle  first  clearly 
apprehended  and  expressed  by  Lord  Hale  in  his  treatise 
De  Portibus  Maris,^  that  when  property  is  affected  with 
a  public  interest  it  ceases  to  be  juris  privati  only.  Prop- 
erty, as  Chief  Justice  Waite^  said  in  relying  upon  this 
ancient  rule  so  often  cited,  does  become  clothed  with 
a  public  interest  when  used  in  a  manner  to  make  it  of 
public  consequence  and  affect  the  community  at  large. 
When,  therefore,  one  devotes  his  property  to  a  use  in 
which  the  public  has  an  interest  he,  in  effect,  grants  to  the 

** Cited  in  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94         '^Quoted  from  Munn  v.  IDincnB, 
U.  S.  1 13, 24  L.  ed.  77.  9upra, 
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public  an  interest  in  that  use,  and  must  submit  to  be  con- 
trolled by  the  public  for  the  common  good,  to  the  extent 
of  the  interest  he  has  thus  created.  The  power  of  the 
State  over  public  service  employments  is  not  limited  to 
its  power  to  pass  on  the  reasonableness  of  rates  after  they 
have  been  established;  the  power  to  initiate  action,  to 
fix  rates  in  the  first  instance  by  way  of  regulating  action, 
is  fully  recognized  at  common  law  and  by  the  general 
practice  of  all  common-law  countries. 

§  993.  Ways  in  which  power  is  exercised. 

The  right  of  the  State  to  regulate  those  businesses  in 
which  the  public  has  an  interest  has  come  down  to  us  from 
time  immemorial.  Legislation  laying  down  rules  in  first 
instance  for  the  course  which  those  who  assume  these  call- 
ings must  follow  has  always  been  regarded  as  due  process 
of  law,  if  it  kept  within  the  bounds  of  what  is  rational. 
All  this  was  fully  recognized  in  the  Granger  cases  •^  in  dis- 
posing of  the  contention  strongly  urged  that  the  power 
over  rates  was  essentially  judicial,  and  could  not  be  ex- 
ercised by  the  legislature.  But  the  court  in  its  line  of 
argument  in  these  cases  fully  justified  regulation  in  every 
way  that  the  State  may  employ  to  impose  obhgations. 
Litigation  determines  rights  and  wrongs  in  the  past  upon 
the  basis  of  an  existing  law;  legislation  prescribes  rules  for 
the  future  as  to  what  shall  henceforth  be  the  right  and 
wrong  in  a  given  situation.  Declaring  past  charges  un- 
reasonable is  an  act  judicial  in  its  character;  fixing  rates 
for  the  future  on  the  other  hand  partakes  of  legislation. 
The  function  of  the  government  is  that  of  regulation  of 
the  conduct  of  the  business;  the  Commission  should  not 
go  into  the  management  of  the  business  by  unnecessarily 
dictating  as  to  the  exact  course  which  should  be  pur- 
sued.'^ 

"  94  U.  S.  113.  V.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  684,  19  Sup.  Ct. 

*'Note  the  limitationfl  upon  this      565. 
doctrine  in  Lake  Shore  &  M.  8.  Ry. 
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^fo  wFiatevcfT  brxly  the  power  of  fixing  rates  may  be  eon- 
tifUulf  it  iM  the  function  of  the  regular  courts  to  pass  upon 
th/?  rf^UHifUSihUmetm  of  the  rates  thus  established;  and  the 
(umriM  cMttufi  \Ht  deprived  of  this  power.  The  question  of 
rfUiHtttUihU^urHH  cannot  be  so  conclusively  determined  by 
ih^9  IcKinlaturc  of  the  State,  or  by  regulations  adopted 
utuUtr  liM  authority,  that  the  matter  may  not  become  the 
subject  of  judicial  inquiry.*^    Under  our  constitutions,  the 

••  UnWmul  (^/HfiiniMMion  Canes,  110  179  Pa.  231,  36  Atl.  249,  36  L.  R.  A. 

V.  H.  :UY7,  29  \j.  ihI.  m\,  6  Hup.  Ct.  260. 

ii'M .  «  Troutman  v.  Smith,  105  Ky.  231, 

*<  l(*««Wii  V.  Farinm'  L.  k  T.  Ck).,  48  8.  W.  1084. 

XMV.H.  ;wtt,  ;W  L.  chI.  IOH,  U  Hup.  ^  Reagan  v.  Farmere'  L.  &  T.  Co., 

( %.  1(H7.  154  U.  H.  362,  38  L.  ed.  1014, 14  Sup. 

••Hryinor   v.    Hutlnr   Water  Co.,  Ct.  1047. 
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l^islature  cannot  delegate  its  power,  and  a  Cominission 
authorized  by  statute  to  determine  and  declare  what  are 
reasonable  rates,  and  to  fix  schedules  of  rates  which  shall 
be  the  lawful  rates,  acts  as  an  administrative  and  not  as 
a  legislative  body.  A  court  may,  therefore,  enjoin  the 
promulgation  by  it  of  any  particular  schedule  whenever  es- 
sential to  the  ends  of  justice.^  The  fact,  however,  that  the 
Commission  is  given  not  merely  the  power  to  fix  rates,  but 
also  (as  is  the  case  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion) the  power  to  hear  controversies  between  parties,  does 
not  make  its  organization  imconstitutional,  provided  the 
power  of  passing  on  the  vaUdity  of  its  rates  is  not  with- 
drawn from  the  ordinary  courts. 

§  996.  Fixing  rates  by  administratiye  commissions. 

The  commonest  way  at  present  of  fixing  rates  is  to 
commit  it  to  an  administrative  commission;  and  this  may 
be  legally  done.'^  Notwithstanding  any  theoretical  divi- 
sion of  the  powers  of  government,  our  books  have  at  all 
times  been  full  of  statutes,  unquestionably  valid,  in  which 
the  legislature,  after  laying  down  rules  and  principles,  has 
been  content  to  leave  the  execution  and  detail  to  other 
officers.  The  requirement  that  the  rate  shall  be  reason- 
able is  to  be  foimd  in  the  law  of  the  land  which  can  only 
be  modified  by  the  process  we  call  legislative.^®  But  the 
function  of  regulating  commissions  in  determining  and  fix- 
ing reasonable  rates  and  practices,  within  the  principles 
and  limitations  of  the  substantive  law  governing  the  sit- 
uation, is  what  we  call  administrative.  As  a  matter  of 
government  it  has  been  foimd,  particularly  of  late  years, 
that  the  only  practicable  way  of  enforcing  the  elaborated 
law  of  public  service  is  by  the  creation  of  administrative 
bodies  specially  empowered  for  this  particular  work.^*    In- 

"  Central  of  Ga.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Rail-  ^  See    in     Reagan    y.     Fanners' 

roadConuniasionofAla.,161Fed.025.  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  362, 

•  See    the    Railroad    Cominission  38  L.  ed.  1014,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1047. 

Cases,  116  U.  S.  307,  29  L.  ed.  636,  ^^  Louisville  <fc  N.  R.  R.  v.  Brown, 

6  Sup.  Ct.  334.  123  Fed.  946. 
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deed  with  the  increasing  complexity  of  our  relations  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  act  through  bodies  skilled  to 
meet  the  exigencies  of  the  situation  as  they  arise  has  been 
universally  recognized." 

§  997.  Nature  of  their  powers. 

When  the  legislative  power  is  concerned  with  admmis- 
trative  affairs,  the  power  may  be  as  fully  exercised  by  the 
Ck>mmis8ion  which  is  raised  for  that  purpose  as  the  legis- 
lature might  have  exercised  it,  subject  to  any  limitations 
imposed  by  the  legislature  itself.  Under  this  rule  the 
power  vested  in  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to 
fix  rates  for  the  future  was  held  constitutional."  And 
nothing  in  the  federal  Constitution  or  statutes  prevents 
a  State  from  creating  a  board  of  railroad  commissioners 
and  in  fixing  their  powers  over  railroad  corporations, 
providing  that  competing  lines  shall  so  remain."  A  State 
statute  which  authorized  a  railroad  commission  to  hear 
complaints  and  fix  just  rates  is  invariably  held  not  im- 
constitutional  on  the  ground  that  it  confers  judicial  powers 
upon  the  Commission.  As  the  court  said  in  one  case  the 
Constitution  was  not  intended  to  prevent  either  the  legis- 
lature or  the  railroad  commission  from  investigating  and 
finding  out  the  facts.^^  The  State  has  the  right,  as  a 
general  proposition,  to  prescribe  the  compensation  a  rail- 
road shall  receive  for  carrying  passengers  and  freight 
within  its  borders;  and  the  State  may  supervise  railroads, 
and  regulate  their  charges  through  a  Commission.  So,  too, 
the  State  may  give  the  Commission  power  to  rectify 
abuses  in  rates,  and  grant  reparation.^*  Of  course,  an  act 
creating  a  board  of  raiboad  commissioners  with  power  to 

^«  See,     for     instance,     Attorney-  State,  210  U.  S.  187,  52  L.  ed.  1016, 

General  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  35  28  Sup.  Ct.  650. 

Wifl.  426.  "  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  v.  Siler, 

^>  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  186  Fed.  176. 

Interstate    Commerce    Conmiission,  ^*  Stone  v.  Natchez  R.  R.,  62  Miss. 

184  Fed.  118.  646. 

^<  MobUe,  J.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
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regulate  and  control  the  operation  of  common  carriers  is 
not  invalid  because  the  constitution  does  not  specifically 
provide  for  the  creation  of  railroad  commissioners.'^  It 
is  well  recognized  to-day  that  the  legislature  has  the  right 
to  supervise,  regulate  and  control  rates  and  conduct  of 
common  carriers,  either  directly  or  through  commissions.^* 

§  998.  Delegation  of  rate-makiiig  power. 

It  has  already  been  seen  that  the  rate-making  power 
may  be  delegated  to  a  subordinate  body,  whether  munici- 
pal corporation  or  commission;  and  this  is  not  imconsti- 
tutional  as  a  delegation  of  legislative  power.  The  legis- 
lative act  of  requiring  the  rates  to  be  reasonable  is  either 
the  act  of  the  common  law  or  is  part  of  the  act  by  which 
the  delegation  of  authority  is  conferred.  The  functions 
of  such  bodies  in  determining  and  fixing  reasonable  rates 
are  administrative  rather  than  l^slative.  The  authority 
conferred  on  them  relates  merely  to  the  administration  in 
practice  of  the  general  rules  laid  down  by  the  common 
law  and  by  the  legislature.  As  was  said  in  Chicago  & 
Northwestern  Railway  v.  Dey,^*  there  is  no  inherent  vice 
in  such  a  delegation  of  power;  nothing  in  the  nature  of 
things  which  would  prevent  the  State  by  constitutional 
enactment,  at  least,  from  intrusting  these  powers  to  such 
a  board;  and  nothing  in  such  constitutional  action  which 
would  invade  any  rights  guaranteed  by  the  federal  Con- 
stitution. As  another  illustration  of  the  extensive  opera- 
tion of  the  fundamental  principles  under  discussion,  the  case 
of  State  V.  Great  Northern  Railway,*®  may  be  taken ;  it  was 
held  in  that  case  that  for  the  legislature  to  leave  to  a  com- 
mission the  power  to  pass  upon  the  issuance  of  securities 
without  giving  it  any  rules  to  guide  it  in  its  action  was  an 
unconstitutional  delegation  of  power. 

"  State  V.  Mo.  Pac.  R.  R.,  76  Kans.  «  35  Fed.  866. 

467, 92  Pac.  606.  "100    Minn.    445,    111    N.    W. 

^  Ck>rporation  CommiaBion  v.  Rail-  289. 
road,  127  N.  C.  288.    • 
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§  999.  Limitations  of  the  principle. 

The  fundamental  rule  against  delegation  of  l^islative 
power  remains;  but  it  is  realized  that  the  application  of 
the  principle  laid  down  by  the  legislature  is  simply  ad- 
ministration.*^ Very  recently  this  distinction  was  clearly 
made  in  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Goodrich  Transit  Company,**  where 
the  objection  was  raised  in  vain  that  certain  orders  of  the 
Commission  relating  to  accounting  created  in  effect  new 
obligations  not  imposed  by  the  statute.  The  Congress 
may  not  delegate  its  purely  legislative  power  to  a  commis- 
sion, said  the  Supreme  Court,  but  having  laid  down  the 
general  rules  of  action  imder  which  a  commission  shall 
proceed  it  may  require  of  that  commission  the  applica- 
tion of  such  rules  to  particular  situations,  and  the  in- 
vestigation of  facts  with  a  view  to  making  orders  in  a 
particular  matter  within  the  rules  laid  down  by  Congress. 
In  section  20  Congress  has  authorized  this  Commission 
to  require  annual  reports,  and  the  Act  itself  prescribes  in 
detail  what  these  reports  shall  contain.  In  other  words. 
Congress  has  laid  down  general  rules  for  the  guidance  of 
the  Commission,  leaving  to  it  merely  the  carrying  out  of 
details  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  so  conferred.  This, 
as  the  court  concluded  in  the  still  more  recent  case  of 
Kansas  City  Southern  Railway  v.  United  States,*'  is  not 
a  delegation  of  legislative  power;  it  is  proper  administra- 
tion of  a  general  statute,  proceeding  upon  the  principles 
therein  laid  down.** 

Topic  B.    Administrative  Functions  of  the  Commission 

§  1000.  Nature  of  the  Commission. 
Under  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution,  Con- 

'^  In  the  recent  case  of  Louisiana  powers,  its  true  function  being  ad- 

&  P.  R.  R.  V.  United  States,  209  Fed.  ministrative,  not  legislative. 

244,  it  was  pointed  out  that  for  a  »  224  U.  S.  194,  32  Sup.  Ct.  436. 

commisdon  to  draw  up  what  would  ^  231  U.  S.  433,  34  Sup.  Ct.  125. 

amount  to  a  code  applicable  to  a  ^See  also  State  v.  Yaaoo  R.  R., 

mtuation  would  be  to  transcend  its  62  Miss.  607.* 
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gress  has  the  power  to  create  a  Commission  for  the  pur- 
pose of  supervising,  investigating,  and  reportmg  upon 
matters  or  complaints  connected  with  or  growing  out  of 
interstate  commerce.^^  By  the  acts  of  Congress  creating 
the  Commission,  providing  that  it  shall  have  an  official 
seal  and  making  it  lawful  for  it  to  apply  by  petition  for 
the  enforcement  of  its  orders,  this  Commission  is  made  a 
body  corporate  with  legal  capacity  to  be  a  party  plaintiff 
or  defendant  in  the  federal  courts.**  The  Commission  is 
a  special  tribunal  whose  duties,  though-  largely  adminis- 
trative, are  sometimes  semi-judicial ;  but  it  is  not  a  court 
empowered  to  render  judgments  and  enter  decrees.*^  And 
in  general  it  may  be  said  that  the  Commission  created  to 
enforce  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  is  so  clearly  within 
the  scope  of  the  principles  which  have  just  been  discussed 
that  the  legality  of  the  functions  intrusted  to  it  cannot 
be  questioned  in  point  of  constitutionahty  if  properly 
exercised. 


§  1001.  Functions  of  the 

The  Commission  itself  in  speaking  of  the  basis  of  its 
powers  has  often  said  that  it  is  an  administrative  body.^ 
It  has  pointed  out  that  it  is  not  a  court,  although  its 
proceedings  partake  somewhat  of  a  judicial  or  semi- 
judicial  character.^  As  the  Commission  is  an  adminis- 
trative body,  although  it  need  not  at  first  determine  that 
the  subject-matter  is  within  its  jurisdiction,  it  will  not 
assume  to  grant  affirmative  rehef  unless  its  jurisdiction 
is  definitely  ascertained.*®  Since  the  Commission  is  not 
a  court,  it  may  consider  it  its  function  to  so  apply  the 

» Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  R.,  3  Int. 

Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  37  Fed.  567,  Com.  Rep.  830. 

2  L.  R.  A.  289,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  « Mattison  v.  P.  Co.,  23  I.  C.  C. 

351.  233. 

"Texas  &  P.  Ry.  v.   Interstate  "Freeman  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L., 

Commerce  Commission,   162  U.  S.  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  612. 

197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666,  "  Corporation  Conmiission  of  Ok- 

5  Int.  Com.  Rep.  405.  lahoma  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  25  I.  C. 

» Toledo    Produce    Exchange    v.  C.  120. 
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Act  as  to  protect  public  interests."  The  theory  upon 
which  the  Commission  proceeds  is  that  the  Act  makes  it 
a  special  administrative  tribunal  clothed  with  power  to 
hear  and  determine  causes  of  action  involving  rights 
which  have  long  existed  at  common  law.'^  The  Commis- 
sion derives  all  its  powers  from  statute;  and  it  can  exer- 
cise no  powers  not  granted  by  the  Act.**^  And  it  could  not 
investigate  any  action  of  a  carrier  committed  prior  to  the 
time  when  the  Act  went  into  effect.** 

§  1002.  Basis  of  its  powers. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore^  that  the  Commission  has  no 
general  power  to  manage  the  business  of  carriers.**  So  it 
has  no  authority  to  control  commissioners  of  immigra- 
tion,  aad  cannot  do  so  indirectly  by  inhibiting  railroad 
companies  from  carrying  out  arrangements  made  by  them 
with  the  commissioners.**  It  formerly  had  no  power  to 
grant  redress  for  the  failure  of  a  carrier  to  comply  with 
its  common-law  duty  to  furnish  cars.*^  Indeed  at  that 
time  it  had  no  power  over  service  as  such  at  all.**  So  the 
Act  did  not  originally  confer  upon  the  Commission  au- 
thority to  make  an  order  affirmatively  requiring  a  rail- 
way carrier  to  deliver  carloads  of  interstate  freight  to  a 
connecting  carrier.^  Nor  could  it  determine  the  right  of 
milling  in  transit.^  The  Commission  until  granted  juris- 
diction could  not  inquire  whether  railroad  companies  act 


•*  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  West- 
ern Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  307. 

»« Hussey  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  13 
I.  C.  C.  366. 

•»  Holbrook  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M. 
Ry.,  1  Int.  CJom.  Rep.  323. 

"  White  V.  Michigan  Cent.  R.  R., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  641. 

•*  Traders  &  Travelers  Union  v. 
Phila.  &  R.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
371. 

■•  Savery  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R. 
R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  210. 
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•'Re  Transportation  of  Fruit,  10 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  360. 

»  Scobeld  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  67;  Rice  v. 
Cincinnati,  W.  &  B.  R.  R.,  3  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  841. 

^  Railroad  Commissioa  of  Ken- 
tucky v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  10 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  173. 

'  Diamond  Mills  v.  Boston  &  M.  R. 
R.,  9  Int.  Com.  Rep.  311. 
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wisely  or  unwisely,  fairly  or  unfairly,  between  themselves 
in  forming  lines,  and  establishing  differentials;  but  its 
inquiry  was  limited  to  the  question  whether  the  situation 
created  by  the  companies  violated  the  Act.' 

§  1003.  Limitations  upon  its  jurisdiction. 

Some  specific  illustrations  of  the  limitations  upon  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  will  make  these  principles 
plainer.  In  re  Transportation  of  Fruit,*  the  Commission 
pointed  out  that  it  had  no  such  extensive  power  over 
carriage  in  general  as  to  justify  it  m  gomg  to  the  length 
of  or  making  orders  concerning  the  grade  of  service  which 
should  be  rendered.  In  Spokane  v.  Northern  Pacific 
Railway,^  the  Commission  held  that  what  was  the  capital- 
ization of  the  carrier  or  how  it  was  created,  whether  it 
was  fully  paid  in  or  in  large  part  water,  were  matters  with 
which  the  Commission  had  no  concern;  and  in  a  later 
proceeding  between  the  same  parties  the  Commission 
added  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  over  what  dividends  a 
railroad  corporation  might  properly  pay.  In  Joynes  v. 
Pennsylvania  Railroad,*  the  Commission  said  squarely 
that  section  15  relating  to  the  process  for  giving  relief  of 
violation  of  the  Act  was  the  dominating  and  controlling 
expression  of  the  real  object  and  meaning  of  the  Act;  it 
makes  the  Commission  a  special  expert  body  to  deal  with 
rates  and  practices  affecting  rates,  not  a  body  to  take  the 
place  of  courts  in  giving  relief  for  wrong  doing  by  carriers 
in  general.  In  the  Advances  in  Rates  Cases, ^  it  was  again 
observed  that  the  Commission  had  no  jurisdiction  to  deal 
with  the  questions  of  capitalization  and  profits  as  such; 
it  was  said  that  the  Commission  had  no  authority  to  say 
what  a  railroad  ought  to  earn,  or  upon  what  capitaUza- 
tion  it  might  pay  returns,  either  as  a  matter  of  right  or 

*  New  York  Produce  Exch.  v.  *  15  I.  C.  C.  326 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  7  Int.  Com.  •  17  I.  C.  C.  361. 
Rep.  612.  ^  20  I.  C.  C.  243. 

*  10  I.  C.  C.  360. 
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as  a  matter  of  public  policy;  except  in  so  far  as  these 
figures  related  to  the  power  of  the  Commission  over  rates, 
it  had  no  power  otherwise  over  financial  operations  good 
or  bad,  or  over  profit  or  loss. 

§  1004.  Extent  of  its  supervision. 

In  view  of  these  rulings  it  is  obvious  that  the  Com- 
mission will  not  go  out  of  its  way  to  assert  jurisdiction 
over  matters  clearly  not  confided  to  it.  Thus  in  Spri^  v. 
Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad,^  it  was  said  that  the  Com- 
mission will  not  attempt  to  administer  generally  all  Fed- 
eral statutes  to  the  conduct  of  railroads,  such  as,  for  in- 
stance, the  anti-trust  law.  In  Consolidation  Fuel  Co.  v. 
Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Railway,*  it  was  pointed  out 
that  the  Commission  has  not  been  charged  with  the  en- 
forcement of  the  commodities  clause  in  section  1  of  the 
Act  itself,  beyond  the  general  duty  of  calling  attention  to 
any  infraction  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  In  Railroad 
Commission  v.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad,  ^^  it  was 
held  that  the  Commission  could  not  without  usurpation 
of  authority  enforce  State  laws  or  the  provisions  of  State 
constitutions.  And  in  Southwestern  Produce  Distributers 
V.  Railroad,'^  it  was  added  that  the  Commission's  juris- 
diction, in  a  general  sense,  extends  only  to  relations  be- 
tween the  carriers  and  passenger  and  carrier  and  shipper. 

§  1005.  Visitorial  powers  in  general. 

There  have  been  important  cases  of  late  years  in  the 
courts  relating  to  the  principles  under  discussion.  It  has, 
of  course,  long  been  well  established  that  the  State  may 
supervise  railroads,  and  regulate  their  affairs  through  a 
Commission.  ^^  Such  a  Commission  in  its  general  super- 
visory powers  may  require  reports  of  the  whole  businesses 
of  the  carrier  so  far  as  the  information  desired  has  a  bear- 

•8  I.  C.  C.  443.  "20  I.  C.  C.  458. 

» 27  I.  C.  C.  554.  "  Railroad  Commission  Cases,  116 

w  10  I.  C.  C.  173.  U.  S.  307,  6  Sup.  Ct.  344. 
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ing  upon  matters  put  within  its  jurisdiction.^'  It  has 
been  pointed  out,  however,  by  the  Supreme  Court  in 
speaking  of  the  federal  Commission  that  railroads  are  the 
private  property  of  their  owners;  and  while  from  the 
public  character  of  the  work  in  which  they  are  engaged 
the  public  has  the  power  to  prescribe  rules  for  securing 
faithful  and  eflScient  service  and  equality  between  shippers 
and  communities,  yet  in  no  sense  proper  is  the  public  a 
general  manager.**  Thus  it  would  seem  to  be  funda- 
mental, as  a  State  court  has  recently  said  in  refusing  to 
permit  its  own  commission  to  go  too  far  into  detail  in  its 
orders,  that,  while  a  commission  has  power  to  require 
every  railroad  company  to  discharge  all  its  public  duties, 
whether  imposed  by  charter,  general  law,  or  the  nature  of 
its  business,  its  powers  are  only  those  of  supervision  and 
regulation — not  of  management  and  control.*^  By  observ- 
ing this  distinction  a  commission  would  not  go  so  far  as  to 
take  away  from  the  owners  the  operation  of  their  properties. 

§  1006.  What  supervision  implies. 

The  Commission  has  at  times  taken  the  point  of  view 
that  its  powers  are  inherently  limited  to  those  of  super- 
vision. The  Act  leaves  carriers  free  to  initiate  their  own 
poUcies  and  regulations;  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commis- 
sion is  to  revise  what  the  carriers  are  doing.**  Thus  the 
Commission  cannot  place  limitations  on  railroad  expen- 
ditures, nor  direct  improvements,  nor  enforce  economies, 
no  matter  what  revenue  may  be  received.  ^'^  The  Commis- 
sion does  not  sit  as  a  supreme  traffic  manager  for  the 
railroads  of  the  country;  power  to  direct  the  policy  which 
they  may  pursue  is  not  a  matter  delegated  to  it,  so  long 
as  such  policy  does  not  infringe  upon  the  prohibitions  of 

"  People  V.  Chicago  I.  &  L.  Ry.,  "  Bacon  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  R.,  83 

223  lU.  581,  79  N.  E.  144.  Vt.  421,  76  Atl.  128. 

^*  Interstate  Commerce  Commis^  "Traer  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  14 
don  V.  Chicago  Gt.  W.  Ry.,  209  U.  S.      I.  C.  C.  165. 

108,  28  Sup.  Ct.  493.  "  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  West- 

em  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  307. 
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the  law.^^  Nor  has  the  Cknmnission  power  to  say  what 
shall  be  done;  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  except  in  so 
far  as  the  public  wiU  must  always  be  considered  in  exor- 
cising its  authority  under  the  Act.  Its  duty  with  respect 
to  rates  is,  therefore,  simply  to  inquire  whether  they  are 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act.^* 

§  1007.  Status  of  the  Commission. 

To  invest  an  administrative  body  like  this  Commission 
with  unrestricted  and  unguided  authority  would  be  to 
give  it  legislative  power,  which  cannot  be  done  under  our 
federal  Constitution.  Congress,  instead  of  making  rates 
itself,  laid  down  certain  rules  which  its  administrative 
representatives  must  follow;  and  the  Commission  may 
take  into  consideration  those  various  circumstances  which 
properly  would  have  acted  upon  the  mind  of  the  legisla- 
ture in  determining  upon  proper  rates. *"  It  is  one  thing 
to  authorize  such  a  body  to  administer  the  law  in  accord- 
ance with  certain  rules  and  standards  prescribed  by  the 
legislature,  and  an  entirely  different  thing  to  turn  over  to 
it  the  exercise  of  the  legislative  discretion  itself.^*  Since 
the  Commission  is  an  administrative  body,  it  may  not  by 
interpretation  annul  an  act  of  Congress.^*  And  no  hold- 
ing of  the  Commission  can  render  lawful  that  which  is  of 
itself  tmlawful.2'  On  the  other  hand,  the  cotirts  have  no 
power  to  fix  railroad  rates,  that  power  being  vested  in  the 
Commission;  and  where  the  Commission  acting  in  its 
administrative  capacity  establishes  certain  rates,  the  courts 
will  not  interfere  unless  some  constitutional  or  natural 
right  has  been  violated.  ^^     Congress  did  not  in  the  Act 

"  In  re  Advances  on  Coal  to  Lake  "  In    re    Pipe   lines,   24    I.   C. 

Porte,  22  I.  C.  C.  604.  C.  1. 

"Albree  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R.,  22  "Nebraska-Iowa    Grain    Co.    v. 

I.  C.  C.  303.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  90. 

^  Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada  **  Philadelphia  &  R.  Ry.  v.  Inter- 

V. S.  P. Co., 21  I.e. C. 329.  state   Commerce   CommisaioD,    174 

"  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  Fed.  687, 
21  I.  C.  C.  400. 
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and  its  amendments  intend  to  vest  administrative  au- 
thority in  the  courts  in  the  matter  of  fixing  rates,  but  on 
the  contrary  committed  the  power  to  ascertain  facts,  and 
determine  what  is  reasonable  in  regard  to  rates  in  view  of 
such  facts,  to  the  Commission.  ^^ ' 

Topic  C.    Authority  to  Investigate  Conditions 

§  1008.  Investigation  by  the  Commission. 

There  has  been  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  Commis- 
sion from  the  very  beginning,  that  it  may  investigate  any 
supposed  violation  of  the  Act,  even  on  its  own  motion.^ 
Thus  long  before  it  had  any  powers  in  relation  thereto  it 
inquired  as  to  division  of  alleged  unlawful  joint  rates.'^^ 
And  it  held  that  its  jurisdiction  in  this  respect  extends  to 
a  case  of  alleged  unlawful  prejudice  and  disadvantage  to 
shippers  of  freight  through  the  enforcement  by  carriers 
of  regulations.  2*  As  the  Act  appUes  to  the  transporta- 
tion of  export  and  import  traffic,  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission  over  the  course  of  all  such  traffic  has  always 
been  clear.  ^^  That  the  Conunission  may  investigate  any 
matters  connected  with  the  performance  of  transporta- 
tion by  carriers  is  seldom  denied;  and  so  long  as  the  in- 
quiry is  confined  to  the  officers  of  the  company  and  the 
records  of  the  company,  it  may  well  be  that  this  is  within 
the  power  of  regulation  of  carriage  subject  to  the  Act. 
In  Re  Rates  on  Food  Products,**  the  Commission  claimed 
that  it  might  enforce  production  of  books  of  the  carriers 
investigated.  Although  in  Re  Grand  Trunk  Railway,'* 
the  Commission  said  that  it  might  on  its  own  motion  in- 
vestigate supposed  violations  of  Act,  it  did  not  go  to  the 

"Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  v.  Inter-  *•  Cincinnati  Chamber  of  Corn- 
state  Commerce  Commission,  184  merce  and  Merchant's  Exchange 
Fed.  118.  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  Ry.,   10 

»  Re  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Int.  Com.  Rep.  378. 

Com.  Rep.  461.  **Re  Export  and  Domestic  Rates 

"  Warren-Ehret    Co.    v.    Central  on  Grain,  8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  214. 

Ry.  of  New  Jersey,  8  Int.  Com.  Rep.  *"  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  151. 

598.  "  2  Int.  Com.  liep.  496. 
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extexit  of  claiming  that  it  could  compel  testimony  in  such 
investigations  from  anyone  in  the  United  States  who  might 
have  knowledge  of  the  facts. 

§  1009.  Limitation  of  its  scope. 

The  Commission  has  declared  frequently  that  its  powers 
are  confined  to  the  enforcement  of  the  Act,  and  do  not 
extend  to  investigation  of  corporations  generally.  In 
China  &  Japan  Trading  Co.  v.  Georgia  Railroad  '^  is  the 
significant  statement  that  the  Commission  has  no  power 
to  enforce  the  law  generally  as  to  the  duties  of  carriers 
broadly  speaking.  In  the  Commutation  Rate  Case,'*  it 
was  pointed  out  that  in  sections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  15  are 
contained  all  the  substantive  law  and  machinery  for 
public  regulation  of  interstate  carriers  which  the  Commis- 
sion possesses.  In  the  opinion  in  the  case  entitled  the 
New  England  Investigation  ^*  the  Commission  urged  that 
the  time  had  come  when  the  national  government  should 
assume  jurisdiction  over  railroads  in  so  far  as  may  be 
necessary  to  secure  to  the  pubUc  proper  service,  sajring 
that  the  Commission  has  fairly  complete  control  over  rates 
and  over  all  practices  which  relate  to  the  rate,  but  as 
yet  no  control  whatever  over  the  operation  of  the  railroad 
or  its  physical  maintenance.  And  as  to  the  matter  of 
expenditure  and  capitaUzation  it  has  lately  made  several 
recommendations  at  the  end  as  to  powers  which  it  felt 
ought  to  be  added  to  its  jurisdiction,  as  for  instance  in 
the  St.  Paul  and  Puget  Sound  Accounts.'^ 

§  1010.  Jurisdiction  of  the  federal  Commission. 

The  extent  to  which  a  concern  which  has  business  sub- 
ject to  the  Act  is  subject  to  being  investigated  as  to  other 
business  carried  on  by  it  was  brought  out  sharply  in  the 
recent  case  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
Goodrich  Transportation  Company.^*    The  defendant  had 

»«  12  I.  C.  C.  241.  »» 30  I.  C.  C.  280. 

»» 21  I.  C.  C.  428.  » 224    U.    S.    194.    32    Sup.    Ct, 

"27LC.  C.  660.  436. 

[914] 


SuPEBvisoRY  Powers  of  the  Commission    [  §  1011 

a  line  of  steamers  carrying  freight  and  passengers  on 
the  Great  Lakes  and  was  a  party  to  joint  rail  and  water 
rates.  Its  business  was  of  various  sorts:  (1)  intrastate 
water  traasportation ;  (2)  interstate  water  transporta- 
tion; (3)  intrastate  joint  water  and  rail  transportation; 
and  (4)  interstate  joint  water  and  rail  transportation. 
The  Commission  ordered  this  line  (1)  to  keep  accounts 
in  same  form  as  railways  did;  (2)  to  report  all  its  business, 
both  interstate  and  intrastate;  (3)  to  make  same  reports 
as  a  railway;  (4)  to  include  receipts  from  certain  amuse- 
ment park  the  business  of  which  was  entirely  intrastate. 
The  Supreme  Court  sustained  the  order  of  the  Commis- 
sion in  toto,  sa}ring  that  in  order  to  regulate  the  interstate 
part  of  the  business  it  must  know  it  as  a  whole.  And  it  is 
obvious  that  otherwise  it  would  be  impossible  to  tell  whether 
reports  as  to  interstate  business  were  correct,  as  the  ac- 
counts could  be  juggled  between  different  books.  In  order 
to  have  effective  regulation  of  interstate  business  there  must 
be  power  to  examine  everything  involved  therewith,  so 
reports  may  be  required  to  both  interstate  and  intrastate, 
public  and  private.  This  was  brought  out  very  clearly  in 
another  case.  United  States  ex  rel.  v.  Union  Stockyards  and 
Transit  Compaay,'^  recently  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
in  which  the  jiuisdiction  of  the  Commission  over  each  and 
all  of  a  congeries  of  corporations  only  one  of  which  could  be 
said  to  be  directly  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 

§  1011.  Extent  of  its  powers. 

The  Commission  should  not,  however,  attempt  to  ex- 
tend its  supervision  over  matters  with  which  it  can  have 
no  concern.  Thus  the  Conunission  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
determine  whether  the  rights  of  a  minority  stockholder 
in  one  railroad  absorbed  by  another  have  been  infringed, 
where  the  purpose  of  the  proceeding  before  the  Commis- 
sion is  to  obtain  information  for  the  complainant  to  de- 
termine whether,  as  a  stockholder,  it  would  be  advisable 

"  226  U.  S.  286,  33  Sup.  Ct.  83. 
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to  bring  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  accounting  against  the 
railroads  involved,^  Breaches  of  duty  by  a  carrier  other- 
wise than  in  relation  to  matters  covered  by  the  Act  are 
wholly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts.**  The  Com- 
mission hss  often  said  that  it  has  no  common-law  or 
equity  jurisdiction  to  adjust  matters  between  parties,  but 
only  such  authority  over  matters  relating  to  service  of 
the  public  as  are  prescribed  in  the  Act.**  It  follows  that 
under  no  head  of  jurisdiction  can  this  Commission  take 
action  in  regard  to  the  private  rights  and  wrongs  whether 
falling  under  the  head  of  tort  or  contract.^'  Any  juris- 
diction which  the  Commission  has  had  heretofore  in  re- 
spect to  the  subject-matter  covered  by  the  anti-trust  law 
has  been  altogether  confined  to  the  effect  of  the  combina- 
tion alleged,  if  any,  in  raising  rates  to  an  unreasonable 
level. ''^  The  Commission  is  a  body  of  limited  powers  de- 
rived exclusively  from  the  Act;  it  is  a  purely  adminis- 
trative body  charged  with  specific  administrative  duties 
and  invested  with  specific  powers.^*  Although  the  Act 
may  be  described  as  a  general  code  for  the  regulation  and 
government  of  railroads  upon  the  subjects  treated  of  therein, 
it  cannot  be  contended  that  it  covers  all  cases  concerning 
transportation  by  railroad ;  and  it  does  not  purpose  to  cover 
any  such  extensive  field.  ^^ 

§  1012.  Powers  of  State  Commissions. 

Some  cases  in  the  State  courts  of  late  years  which  have 
been  Uberal  in  support  of  the  right  of  their  commissions 
to  supervise  carriers  in  all  their  ways  should  be  noted, 
however.  It  is  natural  to  permit  an  administrative  board, 
created  to  supervise  quasi-public  corporations  to  inquire 

"  Manning  v.  C.  &  A.  R.  R.,  13  I.  **  Warren   Manufacturing  Co.   v. 

C.  C.  125.  So.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  381. 

•»  Blume  &  Ck).  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  *»  Kentucky  Bridge  Co.  v.  L.  &  S. 

Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  53.  R.  R.,  37  Fed.  R.  567. 
^HiUsdale  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  ''^  United  States  v.  Transmission 

D.  &  T.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  356.  Freight   Ass'n,   166    U.   S.   290,  43 
*^  Ralston   Townsite   Co.   v.    Mo.  L.  ed.  259,  19  Sup.  Ct.  85. 

Pac.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  354. 
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in  a  purely  administrative  way  into  the  affairs  and  papers 
of  such  corporations  subject  to  its  jurisdiction;  but  it 
would  be  gouig  to  an  extreme  to  permit  such  admmistra- 
tive  inquiries  to  be  extended  into  the  affairs  and  papers 
of  those  private  institutions  with  which  the  railroad  com- 
pany may  do  business.  The  right  of  the  commission  to 
inquire  into  the  affairs  of  the  carriers  is  strongly  stated 
in  some  of  these  cases^  but  there  is  no  suggestion  that 
people  can  generally  be  compelled  to  testify  as  to  their 
dealings  of  every  sort  with  any  carriers."  In  regard  to 
the  scope  of  supervision  the  cases  in  the  States  have  been 
very  strong;  thus  it  has  been  said  that  the  action  of  a 
railroad  commission  in  requiring  reports  was  so  within 
its  administrative  power  that  no  appeal  lay  to  the  courts, 
as  it  would  in  a  matter  quasi-judicial.^*  In  another  case  ^ 
the  power  of  a  State  commi^ion  to  require  that  all  the 
accounts  of  the  carrier  relating  to  every  phase  of  its  busi- 
nesS;  interstate  as  well  as  intrastate,  should  be  kept  in 
such  ways  as  should  be  prescribed  was  asserted.    In  still 

■ 

another  case  ^*  the  distinction  between  a  general  investiga- 
tion and  a  quasi- judicial  proceeding  was  clearly  set  forth; 
and  the  impropriety  of  enforcing  duties  as  the  result  of  a 
mere  investigation  was  pointed  out. 


§  1013.  Proceedings  belonging  in  the  courts. 

The  Commission  is  not  vested  with  jurisdiction  over 
suits  to  recover  damages  for  delay  in  the  delivery  of 
interstate  shipments,  so  as  to  prevent  the  State  courts 
from  entertaining  such  actions;  common-law  actions  of  this 
sort  even  between  carrier  and  shipper  where  the  com- 
merce is  interstate  still  belong  in  the  courts  of  law  of  the 
States  or  what  otherwise  would  be  normally  the  venue.** 

« People  V.  Chicago,  I.  A  L.  Ry.,  &  P.  Ry.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  140 
223  lU.  681,  79  N.  E.  144.  S.  W.  829. 

^  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  State,  ^  In  re  Railroad  Commissioners, 

24  Okla.  805,  105  Pac.  351.  79  Vt.  53,  ft4  Atl.  233. 

^  Railroad  Commission  v.  Texas         *  Pittsburg,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co. 

V.  Knox,  177  Ind.  344,  98  N,  E.  295. 
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The  Commission  is  given  jurisdiction  only  to  hear  com- 
plaints in  regard  to  impropriety  in  rates;  and  the  language 
of  the  Act  in  reference  to  complaints  to  the  Commission 
must  be  construed  as  relating  to  those  subjects  which  are 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission.*^  A  suit 
brought  against  an  initial  carrier  to  recover  for  loss  or 
damage  to  an  interstate  shipment  caused  by  a  connecting 
carrier,  under  the  provision  of  the  Carmack  Amendment, 
is  not  a  suit  for  the  violation  of  the  Act,  but  is  a  suit  for 
the  value  of  property  which  may  be  brought  in  the  courts 
of  a  State."  Where  an  interstate  carrier  refused  to  ac- 
cept shipments  of  liquor  in  Indiana  consigned  to  destina- 
tions in  prohibition  counties  in  Kentucky,  it  was  held 
that  a  bill  in  equity  was  properly  filed  in  the  courts  to 
enjoin  the  carriers  from  refusing  to  accept  such  shipments 
without  first  resorting  to  the  Commission,  since  the  ques- 
tion involved  was  the  validity  of  the  prohibition  law, 
over  which  the  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction,  and  did 
not  present  an  administrative  questioi\  within  the  scope 
of  its  power.  ^* 


§  1014.  Testimony  compelled  in  quasi-judicial  proceedi] 

The  powers  of  the  Commission  to  compel  testimony  in 
proceedings  imder  the  Act  first  came  before  the  Supreme 
Court  in  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Brimson.^' 
The  court  recognized  in  this  leading  case  that  Congress 
had  constitutionally  prescribed  rules  to  prevent  unreason- 
able charges  and  unjust  discrimmations  m  interstate 
transportation,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  those 
rules,  had  conferred  upon  the  Commission  its  power  of 
investigation.  Consequently  it  was  said  that  it  was  a 
judicial  function  for  the  courts  to  compel  answers  to  the 
Commission's  inquiries  within  the  scope  of  its  power,  be- 

» LouisviUe  &    NaahviUe    R.   R.  "  LouisviUe  &  N.  R.  R.  v.  CJook 

V.  Scott,  133  Ky.  724,  118  S.  W.  990.  Brewing  Ck).,  223  U.  S.  70,  32  Sup. 

"  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.  v.  Ct.  189. 

Piper  Co.,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  568,  "  154  U.  S.  447,  38  L.  ed.  104,  14 

1 15  S.  W.  107.  Sup.  Ct.  1125. 
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cause  the  statute  created  a  duty  upon  the  part  of  the  wit- 
ness to  answer  the  questions,  and  as  the  duty  to  answer 
questions  specified  was  capable  of  judicial  enforcement, 
its  enforcement  would  present  a  case  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution  to  determine  whether  what  was  asked 
was  within  the  scope  of  the  Conojnission's  power,  and 
whether  the  questions  asked  were  pertinent  to  the  inves- 
tigation. The  next  time  the  powers  of  the  Commission 
to  summon  witnesses  came  before  the  Supreme  Court  was 
in  the  case  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Baird.^* 
It  was  held  in  this  case  that  the  Commission  had  the 
right  to  investigate  the  issues  formed,  even  if  complain- 
ant had  no  interest,  and  that,  as  the  information  sought 
was  relevant  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  complaint,  it 
is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the  admission  of  testimony, 
otherwise  relevant  and  competent,  that  a  third  person  is 
interested  m  it  when  the  proceedmg  was  being  prosecuted 
under  the  complaint  filed,  and  the  testimony  was  offered 
with  a  view  to  its  competency  under  the  allegations  made 
by  the  complainant.  In  both  of  these  cases  it  will  be 
noted  the  Supreme  Court  considered  exclusively  the  right 
of  the  Commission  to  have  the  court's  aid  in  compelling 
answers  in  quasi- judicial  proceedings  to  questions  which 
related  to  violations  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce; 
the  Court  did  not  have  before  it,  and  did  not  consider  in 
either  of  these  cases  any  contention  that  the  Commission 
had  any  further  power  to  summon  witnesses  to  answer  to 
miscellaneous  questions  in  a  general  investigation  under 
the  Act. 

§  1015.  Summoning  witnesses  in  general  investigations. 

There  must  not  be  in  this  matter  any  ignoring  of  con- 
stitutional limitations  which,  for  the  protection  of  per- 
sonal rights,  must  necessarily  be  respected  in  all  processes 
of  law.  In  view  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  in  the  first  ten 
Amendments  to  the  Constitution  it  would  seem  to  be  be- 

w  194  U.  S.  25,  48  L.  ed.  860,  24  Sup.  Ct.  563. 
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yond  the  power  of  Congress,  even  if  any  general  language 
of  the  Act  would  bear  so  sweeping  an  interpretation,  to 
grant  unlimited  power  of  making  inquiry  into  affairs  of 
the  citizen.  The  right  of  personal  security  imder  the 
Constitution  involves  not  merely  protection  of  his  person 
from  assault,  but  exemption  of  his  private  affairs,  books, 
and  papers  from  the  inspection  and  scrutiny  of  others. 
In  the  leading  case  of  Harriman  v.  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,*^  the  Supreme  Court  held  not  long  ago  that 
the  witnesses  could  not  be  required  to  answer  questions 
put  by  the  Commission  except  in  connection  with  com- 
plaints for  violation  of  the  Act  or  with  the  investigation 
by  the  Commission  of  subjects  that  might  have  been  made 
the  object  of  complaint,  these  being  the  only  matters  con- 
templated by  those  sections  of  the  Act  which  gave  the 
Commission  power  to  require  testimony  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Act.  Nor  could  such  sweeping  powers  be  exercised 
by  the  Commission  under  the  section  requuing  it  to 
keep  itself  informed  as  to  the  manner  and  method  in 
which  the  business  of  common  carriers  was  conducted,  or 
in  connection  with  the  enforcement  of  the  requirement  of 
action  20  concerning  reports  by  carriers  themselves. 
In  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  case  decided  late  in  February 
of  this  current  year  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  Com- 
mission had  under  the  Act  no  power  to  demand  the  access  to 
the  correspondence  files  of  the  railroads  even  in  a  general 
investigation  of  its  affairs.  The  primary  purpose  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  is  to  regulate  interstate  business 
of  carriers,  and  the  secondary  purpose,  that  for  which  the 
Commission  was  estabUshed,  to  enforce  the  regulations 
enacted  by  it;  but  the  power  to  require  testimony  seems 
necessarily  to  be  limited,  as  is  usual  in  English-speaking 
countries,  to  investigations  concerning  a  specific  breach  of 
the  existing  law." 

»» 211  U.  S.  407,  53  L.  ed.  252,  29         "See  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
Sup.  Ct.  115.  mismon  v.  Reichman,  145  Fed.  225. 
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Topic  D.    Proceedings  on  Its  Own  Motion 

§  1016.  Investigation  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motion. 

The  Commission,  without  complaint  or  petition  of  an 
individual  may  investigate  on  its  own  motion  the  charges 
or  other  practices  of  any  carrier  subject  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion. In  such  a  case,  before  entering  upon  the  investiga- 
tion, it  will  give  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  taking 
testimony,  and  afford  opportunity  for  calling  and  cross- 
examination  of  witnesses.  ^^  Upon  investigation  if  it  there- 
upon appears  that  the  conduct  of  the  carrier  is  illegal, 
the  Commission  should  use  whatever  power  it  has  to 
correct  the  injustice  shown. **  Neither  the  requirement 
that  complainants  must  prove  the  issues  •  raised  by  com- 
petent testimony,  nor  the  requirement  that  they  must 
make  out  a  prima  fade  case  sufficiently  clear  and  strong 
to  require  the  Commission  in  the  pubUc  interest  to  enter 
upon  an  investigation  of  its  own,  is  satisfied  by  a  com- 
parison,  without  any  other  showing,  of  the  rates  com- 
plained of,  with  rates  between  points  in  other  and  distant 
localities  where  different  physical,  competitive  and  traffic 
conditions  exist. ^*  But  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Com- 
mission has  claimed  that  in  the  public  interest  it  has  dis- 
cretion at  least  to  investigate  matters  cognizable  in  the 
courts,**  even  if  it  can  take  no  action  thereon. 

§  1017.  Investigation  as  a  result  of  filing  new  tariff. 

Investigations  have  from  the  beginning  been  ordered  by 
the  Commission  upon  the  fiUng  of  tariffs.  Any  general 
advance  in  transportation  charges  it  has  always  held  to 
be  a  matter  of  great  public  concern,  and  it  seemed  espe- 
cially appropriate  that  the  Commission,  in  the  discharge 

'^  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food  <*  Dallas  Freight  Bureau  v.  M.  R. 

Products,   3   Int.  Com.   Rep.   151,  &  T.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  427. 

4  I.  C.  C.  116.  *  Joynes  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R., 

"In  the  Matter  of  Proposed  Ad-  17  I.  C.  C.  361. 
vances  in  Freight  Rates,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.3S2. 
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of  its  duty  to  keep  informed  touching  the  methods  and 
practices  of  railway  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce  should  ascertain  the  reason  for  advances^ 
After  a  full  investigation  the  Conmiission  would  state  its 
conclusion;  but  since  such  general  investigation  of  pro- 
posed advances  in  freight  charges  was  in  a  manner  ex 
parte,  although  the  respondent  carriers  were  fully  heard 
through  their  traffic  representatives,  and  in  some  instances 
through  their  attorneys,  and  since  facts  not  brought  out 
in  the  inquiry,  with  further  discussion  of  the  subject, 
might  lead  to  a  diflFerent  conclusion,  no  order  would  be 
made.  It  was,  however,  threatened  that,  unless  the  rates 
be  readjusted  in  accordance  with  the  views  expressed  by 
the  Commission,  proceedings  would  be  begun  against  the 
several  lines,  which  would  put  directly  in  issue  the  rates 
involved.^^  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Act  as  amended 
in  1910  gives  the  Commission  power  to  inquire  into  the 
propriety  of  an  advance,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  the  advances  and 
their  propriety  as  well.®^ 

§  1018.  Investigation  by  order  of  Congress. 

Investigations  instituted  as  a  result  of  a  resolution  of 
either  house  of  Congress  have  been  not  infrequent.  The 
Commission  has  been  inclined  to  hold  that  its  authority  in 
these  cases  was  derived  from  the  permission  given  in  the 
Act  to  proceed  on  its  own  motion.  "Neither  the  Senate 
nor  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  make 
any  complaint,  which  imder  the  statute  the  Commission 
is  required  to  investigate.  The  complaint  so  made  and 
repeated  through  the  Senate  and  Agricultural  Department 
was  not  a  form  of  legal  process,  but  an  expression  of  dis- 
content and  dissatisfaction  with  existing  rates.  It  im- 
posed no  duty,  conferred  no  power.  It  was  an  admoni- 
tion suggesting  too  much  forbearance  if  not  an  omission 

*^  Li  re  Advances  in  Freight  Rates,         ^*  In  re  Advances  on  Barl^,  24 
9  Int.  Ck)m.  Rep.  382.  I.  C.  C.  664. 
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of  duty  in  respect  to  rates.  As  such  it  showed  that  the 
Commission  did  not  of  its  own  motion  without  probable 
good  cause  institute  this  inquiry  and  begin  the  investiga- 
tion under  the  statute.""  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  to  be 
noted  that,  in  instituting  investigations  based  upon  re- 
quests emaaating  from  Congress,  the  Commission  in 
framing  its  order  will  as  a  matter  of  fortif3ring  its  position 
recite  the  resolutions  upon  which  it  was  based,  as  for 
example,  it  did  most  recently  in  reopening  the  inquiry 
into  the  financial  operations  of  the  New  Haven  Railroad 
System.*^ 

§  1019.  Procedure  upon  such  investigation. 

Such  investigation  cannot  be  instituted  by  petition, 
since  there  is  no  petitioner;  but  it  must  be  begun  by  some 
notice  to  the  carrier  investigated  of  the  subject  of  in- 
quiry. An  investigation  of  this  sort  having  been  under- 
taken, counsel  for  the  carriers  attacked  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission  on  the  ground  that  the  proceeding 
was  not  commenced  and  conducted  in  accordance  with 
the  Rules  of  Practice  estabUshed  by  the  Commission,  and 
was  therefore  without  authority  of  law.  The  Commis- 
sion, however,  held  the  procedure  regular.  The  Act  pro- 
vides that  the  Commission  may  conduct  its  proceedings 
in  such  manner  as  will  best  conduce  to  the  proper  dis- 
patch of  business  and  to  the  ends  of  justice,  and  may 
from  time  to  time  make  or  amend  such  general  rules  or 
orders  as  may  be  requisite  for  the  order  and  regulation 
of  business  before  it.  The  Rules  of  Practice  or  orders 
which  have  been  made  in  accordance  with  those  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  refer  to  proceedings  commenced  by  parties 
authorized  to  complain  and  apply  to  the  Commission  by 
petition.  Such  rules  or  orders  have  no  application  to 
proceedings  instituted  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  mo- 

**  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food  '^  Financial  Operations  of  the 
Products,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  151,  4  N.  Y.,  N..  H.  A  H.  R.  R.,  31  I.  C. 
I.  C.  C.  116.  C.  32. 
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tion.  These  are  commenced  and  conducted  under  the 
statute.  The  law  requires  the  party  complaining  of  any- 
thing done  or  omitted  to  be  done  by  any  common  carrier 
to  apply  to  the  Commission  by  petition  which  shall 
briefly  state  the  facts,  and  the  rules  made  by  the  Commis- 
sion for  the  regulation  of  its  proceedings  require  the  peti- 
tion to  be  verified.  If  the  statute  requires  the  two  proceed- 
ings, or  the  method  of  commencing  the  two  proceeding? 
provided  for  in  section  13  of  the  Act,  to  be  commenced  in 
the  same  way,  then  there  would  be  the  absurdity  that 
the  Commission  to  institute  inquiry  on  its  own  motion 
must  present  a  petition  to  itself.'^  It  must  be  obvious 
in  this,  as  in  other  matters,  that  as  the  Commission  is  an 
administrative  body  it  must  stand  for  the  entire  public  and 
it  must  have  in  mind  those  who  do  not  appear  before  it.** 


§  1020.  Due  process  of  administration. 

Unless  there  is  evidence  before  the  Commission  to  show 
that  the  rates  attacked  were  unreasonable,  there  is  no 
jurisdiction  to  proceed  further.  The  legal  eflfect  of  evi- 
dence is  a  question  of  law;  and  a  finding  without  evidence 
is  beyond  the  power  of  the  Commission.  The  value  of 
evidence  varies,  and  the  weight  to  be  given  to  it  is  pecu- 
liarly for  the  Commission.  Notwithstanding  this  a  find- 
ing without  evidence  of  any  suflScient  character  is  a 
nullity.  Such  authority  cannot  be  granted  to  any  body, 
even  if  Congress  could  be  conceived  of  as  so  designing. 
To  confide  such  power  to  a  Commission  would  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  fundamental  principles  of  justice  and  an 
exercise  of  arbitrary  power  condemned  by  the  Constitu- 
tion.*^ This  means  that  in  order  to  have  what  may  pass 
as  due  process  of  law  there  cannot  be  substantial  disre- 

*'  Re  Rates  and  Charges  on  Food  Commerce    Commission,    194    Fed. 

Products,   3   Int.    Com.    Rep.    151,  449. 

4  I.  C.  C.  116.  See,    generally,    Interstate    Com- 

''In  re  Advance  Rates,   Eastern  merce  Commission  v.   Louisville  Sc 

Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243.  N.  Ry.,  227  U.  S.  88,  33  Sup.  Ct. 

^  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  186. 
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gard  of  our  ancient  traditions.  The  Commission  is  an 
administrative  body  essentially,  not  bound  necessarily 
to  the  technique  of  judicial  tribunals.  But  the  more 
liberal  the  practice  in  admitting  testimony,  the  more  im- 
perative the  obhgation  to  preserve  those  essentials  of 
action  in  accordance  with  evidence  adduced  by  which 
rights  have  immemorially  been  assisted  or  defended.  The 
Commission  is  not  justified  in  condemning  rates  and  mak- 
ing revisions  upon  mere  impressions  and  comparisons, 
but  may  act  only  upon  facts  and  conditions  duly  estab- 
lished. In  this  light  the  right  to  hearing  which  the  Act 
provides  must  be  fully  protected.  Manifestly  there  is  no 
hearing  in  any  true  sense  unless  the  party  knows  what  evi- 
dence is  offered  or  considered  and  is  given  opportunity  to 
explain  and  refute  it.  This  is  not  merely  a  matter  of 
proper  construction  of  the  Act,  it  is  a  right  which  comes 
from  the  Constitution  itself.*® 

§  1021.  Jealous  protection  of  substantial  rights. 

These  are  substantial  rights  that  are  thus  jealously  pro- 
tected. In  making  an  investigation  on  complaint  of  a 
shipper  it  has  in  the  public  interest  the  power  disembar- 
rassed by  any  supposed  admissions  contained  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  complaint  to  consider  the  whole  subject  opened 
up  by  the  complaint.  The  Commission  in  other  words  has 
combined  in  its  constitution  two  functions;  as  an  adminis- 
trative body  it  may  institute  proceedings  but  it  passes  upon 
the  matters  thus  brought  before  it  quasi-judicially.®*  As  a 
practical  matter  the  difficulties  of  conforming  to  these  re- 
quirements are  not  great.  If  the  Commission  takes  care  to 
have  read  into  the  record  the  documents  it  wishes,  if  it  puts 
forward  for  examination  the  investigators  it  has  used,  the 

"Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Interstate    Commerce    Commission, 

Feintuch,  191  Fed.  482.  206  U.  S.  142,  27  Sup.  Ct.  648. 

See  particularly,  United  States  v.  See  also  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  v. 

Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  R.,  226  U.  S.  Interstate    Commerce    Commission, 

14,  33  Sup.  Ct.  5.  195  Fed.  541. 

•Cincinnati,   H.  &  D.  R.  R.  v. 
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conveniences  are  observed.  Nobody  objects  to  the  Commis- 
sion using  its  expertness  in  dealing  with  the  facts  in  the  rec- 
ord; the  objection  would  be  to  the  Commission  giving  judg- 
ment on  evidence  locked  within  themselves.  All  this  is 
inconsistent  with  our  notions  of  justice;  by  discretion  we 
mean  a  judgment  controlled  by  principles  of  law.  We  are  not 
content  in  modem  times  with  the  sort  of  equity  which  the 
Chancellor  originally  evolved  from  his  inner  consciousness  to 
deal  with  each  case  as  it  came  before  him.  Still  less  will  any 
people  with  the  traditions  of  our  race  rest  under  proceed- 
ings of  the  order  of  the  Star  Chamber  without  being  con- 
fronted with  testimony  against  them.^*^ 

§  1022.  Constitutional  limitations  upon  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 
Neither  Congress,  nor  any  legislative  or  administrative 
board  acting  by  its  authorization,  can  competently  estab- 
lish rates  for  the  transportation  of  property  in  interstate 
commerce  that  will  not  admit  of  the  carrier  earning  such 
compensation  for  the  services  rendered  as  under  all  the 
circumstances  is  just  and  reasonable  to  it  and  to  the  pub- 
lic; for  that  would  be  depriving  the  carrier  of  its  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  and  would  be  taking  its 
property  for  pubUc  use  without  just  compensation  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Fifth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution.'* 
But  any  attack  by  carriers  upon  an  order  of  the  Commis- 
sion reducing  rates,  on  the  ground  that  the  lower  rates 
prescribed  are  confiscatory  will  be  unsuccessful,  where  it 
fails  to  show  the  amount  of  revenue  necessary  and  sufl5- 
cient  for  the  maintenance  of  the  petitioners  as  common 
carriers  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties  to  the  pubUc, 
and  to  what  extent  such  revenue  would  be  affected  by 
the  rates  prescribed  in  the  order  complained  of.    If  the 

^Interstate   Commerce   Commis-      change  v.  United  States,  191  Fed. 
sion  V.  Baird,  194  U.  S.  25,  34  Sup.      37. 
Ct.  663.  7»  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  R.  v.  In- 

See    also    Nashville    Grain    Ex-      terstate  Commerce  Commission,  164 

Fed.  646. 
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cost  of  transporting  a  single  commodity  cannot  be  shown 
and  it  seems  to  be  conceded  that  it  is  rarely  possible  to 
so  do,  then  such  other  "facts  in  lieu  thereof  as  may  make 
out  a  violation  of  the  Fifth  Amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion should  be  stated.^^  These  are  generalizations  as  they 
are  stated  here;  but  the  detail  of  these  rules  has  already 
been  given  in  such  fundamental  chapters  as  XVII^  and 
the  basis  of  asserting  these  rights  receives  full  attention 
in  Chapter  XXIV. 


§  1023.  Recognition  of  these  by  the  Commission. 

If  the  present  system  of  private  ownership  of  railways 
is  to  be  continued,  sufficient  inducement  must  be  ex- 
tended to  private  investors/^  The  Commission  recognizes 
that  there  is  a  limit  below  which  revenue  of  railways  can- 
not be  reduced  by  public  authority .^^  And  whether  the 
result  of  an  order  will  deprive  carriers  of  fair  return  on 
their  property  must  be  considered  before  making  any 
reduction  in  rates/*  The  Constitution  itself  guarantees 
the  carrier  against  confiscation  of  their  property."*  But 
the  unfavorable  financial  condition  of  defendant  cannot 
lawfully  be  remedied  by  imposing  imreasonable  rates." 
The  fact  that  the  rate  on  a  particular  commodity  could 
be  reduced  without  impairing  seriously  the  revenues  of 
the  carrier,  standing  alone,  has  little  value  and  forms  no 
basis  upon  which  to  determine  reasonableness  of  rates.^* 
An  advance  may  not  be  unreasonable,  ev>en  though  for 
ten  years  the  carrier  in  question  has  regularly  paid  inter- 
est on  total  bonded  debt,  and  recently  paid  dividends  on 
its  stock /•    Neither  carrier  nor  Conmiission  should  disturb 

"  Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  ^«  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.  Co., 

Commerce    Commission,    194    Fed.  21  I.  C.  C.  400. 

449.  ^  Railroad  Commissioners  of  Flor- 

7«  aty  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  ida  v.  S.  A.  L.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  1. 

15  I.  C.  C.  376.  "^  Minneapolis  Threshing  Machine 

^*  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  East-  Co.  v.  C,  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry.,  17  I.  C. 

em  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  243.  C.  189. 

'*  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  West-  "  Morgan  Grain  Co.  v.  A.  C.  L.  Ry., 

ern  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  307.  19  I.  C.  C.  460. 
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a  long-standing  system  of  rates  without  considering  the 
effect  on  property  interests;  but  when  a  rate  is  unlawful 
it  should  be  corrected  though  it'  destroys  existing  proi>- 
erty  rights." 

»  Albree  y.  B.  A  M.  R.  R..  22  I.  C.  C.  903. 
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§  1050.  Damages  to  busineoB  generally. 

1060.  Nature  of  the  order. 

1061.  How  far  party  may  reopen  case. 

1062.  Finding  of  Commission  does  not  work  an  estoppel 

1063.  The  two-year  rule. 

1064.  New  petition  may  be  filed. 

1065.  Reopening  a  case  for  rehearing.    . 

§  1030.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  to  determine  rates 
is  to  be  seen  in  the  advanced  stage  of  its  present  develop- 
ment in  section  15  of  the  Act  which  as  successively 
amended  now  provides  that  whenever,  after  full  hearing 
upon  a  complaint  made  as  provided  in  section  13,  or  after 
full  hearing  under  an  order  for  investigation  and  hearing 
made  bx  the  Commission  on  its  own  initiative  (either  in 
extension  of  any  pending  complaint  or  without  any  com- 
plaint whatever),  the  Commission  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
any  individual  or  joint  rates  or  charges  whatsoever  charged 
or  collected  by  any  common  carrier  or  carriers  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Act,  or  that  any  individual  or  joint 
claissifications,  regulations,  conduct  or  practices  whatso- 
ever of  such  carrier  or  carriers  are  unjust  or  unreasonable 
or  unjustly  discriminatory,  or  unduly  preferential  or  prej- 
udicial or  otherwise  in  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  the  Commission  is  authorized  and  empowered 
to  determine  and  prescribe  what  will  be  the  just  and  rea- 
sonable individual  or  joint  rate  or  rates,  charge  or  charges, 
to  be  thereafter  observed  in  such  case  as  the  mfOfiTniiTn 
to  be  charged,  and  what  individual  or  joint  classification, 
regulation,  or  practice  is  just,  fair,  and  reasonable,  to  be 
thereafter  followed.  Thereupon  an  order  may  be  made  that 
the  carrier  or  carriers  shall  cease  and  desist  from  such  viola- 
tion to  the  extent  to  which  the  Commission  finds  the  same 
to  exist,  and  shall  not  thereafter  pubUsh,  demand,  or  col- 
lect any  rate  or  charge  for  such  transportation  or  trans- 
mission in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  or  charge  so  pre- 
scribed, and  shall  adopt  the  classification  and  shall  conform 
to  and  observe  the  regulation  or  practice  so  prescribed. 
[930] 
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All  orders  of  the  Commission,  except  orders  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  shall  take  effect  within  such  reasonable 
time^  not  less  than  thirty  days,  and  shall  continue  in  force 
for  such  period  of  time,  not  exceeding  two  years,  as  shall 
be  prescribed  in  the  order  of  the  Commission,  unless  the 
same  shall  be  suspended  or  modified  or  set  aside  by  the 
Commission,  or  be  suspended  or  set  aside  by  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction. 

§  1031.  Orders  of  the  Commission. 

By  section  14  it  is  provided  that  whenever  an  investiga- 
tion shall  be  made  by  the  Commission,  it  shall  be  its  duty 
to  make  a  report  in  writing  in  respect  thereto,  which  shall 
state  its  conclusions,  together  with  its  decision,  order,  or 
requirement  in  the  premises;  and  in  case  damages  are 
awarded  such  report  shall  include  the  findings  of  fact  on 
which  the  award  is  made.  All  reports  of  investigations 
made  by  the  Commission  shall  be  entered  of  record,  and 
a  copy  thereof  shall  be  furnished  to  the  party  who  may 
have  complained,  and  to  any  common  carrier  that  may 
have  been  complained  of;  and  the  Commission  may  pro- 
vide for  the  pubUcation  of  its  reports  and  decisions  in 
such  form  and  manner  as  may  be  best  adapted  for  in- 
formation and  use.  By  section  16  as  now  amended  it  is 
provided  that  if,  after  hearing  on  a  complaint  made  as 
provided  in  section  13  of  this  Act,  it  shall  be  determined 
that  any  party  complainant  is  entitled  to  an  award  of 
damages  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  for  a  violation 
thereof,  the  Commission  shall  make  an  order  directing  the 
carrier  to  pay  to  the  complainant  the  sum  to  which  he  is 
entitled  on  or  before  a  day  named.  Every  order  of  the 
Commission  shall  then  be  served  upon  the  designated 
agent  of  the  carrier  in  the  city  of  Washington  or  in  such 
other  maimer  as  may  be  provided  by  law.  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  every  common  carrier,  its  agents  and  employees, 
to  observe  and  comply  with  such  orders  so  long  as  the 
same  shall  remain  in  effect.     The  Commission  shall  be 

[931] 


§  1032  ]  Railroad  Ra-te  Regulation 

authorized  to  suspend  or  modify  its  orders  upon  such 
notice  and  in  such  manner  as  it  shall  deem  proper.  And 
after  a  decision,  order,  or  requirement  has  been  made  by 
the  Commission  in  any  proceeding  any  party  thereto  may 
at  any  time  make  application  for  rehearing  of  the  same, 
or  any  matter  determined  therein,  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  Commission  in  its  discretion  to  grant  such  a  re- 
hearing if  sufficient  reason  therefor  be  made  to  appear. 
Applications  for  rehearing  shall  be  governed  by  such 
general  rules  as  the  Commission  may  establish.  No  such 
application  shall  excuse  any  carrier  from  complying  with 
or  obeying  any  decision,  order,  or  requirement  of  the  Com- 
mission, or  operate  in  any  manner  to  stay  or  postpone 
the  enforcement  thereof,  without  the  special  order  of  the 
Commission.  Any  decision,  order,  or  requirement  made 
after  such  rehearing,  reversing,  changing,  or  modifjdng 
the  original  determination  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
provisions  as  an  original  order. 

Topic  A .    Power  to  Order  Changes 

§  1032.  Power  to  fix  rates  originally  denied. 

It  was  from  the  outset  a  hotly  debated  question  whether 
the  Commission  had  power  under  the  Act  as  it  originally 
read  to  make  orders  fixing  rates  to  be  charged  in  the 
future.  The  right  to  give  such  relief,  if  it  found  that  the 
rates  which  were  being  charged  were  imreasonable,  was 
vigorously  asserted  by  the  Commission  at  the  b^inning, 
as  a  power  essential  to  its  protection  of  the  public  from 
unjust  exactions.®^  But  the  opinion  of  the  courts  was 
practically  unanimous  against  the  contention  that  such 
a  power  was  conferred  upon  the  Commission  by  the  Act.*- 

'^See  Interstate  Commerce  Com-  656  Interstate  Commerce  Commia- 

mission  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.,  5  sion  v.  Alabama  Midland  Ry.,  5  Int. 

Int.  Com.  Rep.  643;  Interstate  Com-  Com.  Rep.  685. 
merce  Commission  v.  Northwestern         *'See  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 

Ry.y  5  Int.  Com.  Rep.  650;  Inter-  mission  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R., 

state  Conmierce  Commission  V.  Loui»-  43  Fed.  37;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T. 

ville  &  N.  R.  R.,  5  Int.  Com.  Rep.  P.    Ry.    v.    Interstate    Commerce 
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It  was  pointed  out  as  against  the  argument  for  the  Com- 
mission, based  largely  upon  public  policy  of  a  vague  sort, 
that  Congress  by  incorporating  into  a  statute  the  common- 
law  duty  resting  upon  the  carrier  to  make  its  charges 
reasonable  and  just,  and  directing  the  Commission  to  ex- 
ecute and  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  did  not  by 
implication  invest  the  Commission  with  the  power  to  ex- 
ercise the  legislative  function  of  prescribing  rates  which 
shall  control  in  the  future.  Beyond  the  inference  which 
irresistibly  followed  from  the  omission  to  grant  in  express 
terms  to  the  Commission  this  power  of  fixing  rates  was  the 
clear  language  of  section  6,  recognizing  the  right  of  the 
carrier  to  establish  rates,  to  mcrease  or  reduce  them,  and 
prescribing  the  conditions  upon  which  such  increase  or 
reduction  might  be  made,  and  requiring,  as  the  only  condi- 
tions of  its  action,  the  publication  and  the  filing  of  the 
tariff  with  the  Commission.  The  grant  to  the  Commis- 
sion of  the  power  to  prescribe  the  form  of  the  schedules, 
and  to  direct  the  place  and  manner  of  publication  of 
joint  rates,  thus  specifying  the  scope  and  limit  of  its 
functions  in  this  respect,  strengthened  the  conclusion  that 
the  power  to  prescribe  rates  or  fix  any  tariff  for  the  future 
was  not  among  the  powers  granted  to  the  Commission. 

§  1033.  Decision  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

It  was  not  finally  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  until  the  case  of  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific 
Railway^'  that,  although  the  Commission  had  power  to 
declare  rates  unreasonable,  it  had  no  power  imder  the 
Act  as  it  originally  provided  to  fix  the  rate  which  the 
carrier  should  charge  in  the  future.  The  masterly  argu- 
ment of  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  is  still  not  without  its  signifi- 

Commission,  162  U.  S.  1S4,  40  L.  ed.  Ry.,  167  U.  S.  479,  42  L.  ed.  243,  17 

936,  16  Sup.  Ct.  700,  5  Int.  (Dom.  Sup.  Ct.  896. 

Rep.  391;  Interstate  Commerce  Com-  "  167  U.  S.  479,  42  L.  ed.  243,  17 

misdon  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Sup.  Ct.  896. 
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cajice  as  to  the  course  to  be  followed  in  statutory  inter- 
pretation, as  the  beginning  of  his  summing  up  of  his 
conclusions  will  show:  "We  have  therefore  these  considera- 
tions presented:  First.  The  power  to  prescribe  a  tariff  of 
rates  for  carriage  by  a  common  carrier  is  a  legislative, 
and  not  an  administrative  or  judicial,  function,  and, 
having  respect  to  the  large  amoimt  of  property  invested 
in  railroads,  the  various  companies  engaged  therein,  the 
thousands  of  miles  of  road,  and  the  millions  of  tons  of 
freight  carried,  the  varying  and  diverse  conditions  at- 
taching to  such  carriage,  is  a  power  of  supreme  delicacy 
and  importance.  Second.  That  Congress  has  transferred 
such  a  power  to  any  administrative  body  is  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed or  implied  from  any.  doubtful  and  uncertain  lan- 
guage. The  words  and  phrases  efficacious  to  make  such 
a  delegation  of  power  are  well  understood,  and  have  been 
frequently  used,  and,  if  Congress  had  intended  to  grant 
such  a  power  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  it  would  have  used  language 
open  to  no  misconstruction,  but  clear  and  direct."  " 

§  1034.  Powers  established  by  later  Amendments. 

Thus  from  the  beginning  of  federal  regulation  of  inter- 
state carriers  to  the  present  time  the  sound  theory  upon 
which  that  supervision  has  proceeded  has  been  that  the 
primary  right  to  conduct  its  business  remains  with  the 
carrier,  the  Commission  having  secondary  power  to  take 
action  when  revision  is  called  for.  As  has  just  been  seen, 
under  the  original  Act  the  power  of  the  Commission  to 
give  relief  from  unreasonable  charges  was  held  to  go  no 
further  than  to  declare  the  existing  rate  unreasonable. 
But  by  the  amendments  of  1906  the  Commission  was 
given  the  further  power,  after  finding  the  rate  which  was 
being  charged  imreasonable,  to  fix  a  reasonable  rate  for 
the  future.     It  should  be  noted  that,  important  as  that 

•«  See   also   Interstate   Commerce      Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18 
Commission    v.    Alabama    Midland      Sup.  Ct.  145. 
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amendment  was,  it  did  not  change  the  fundamentals  of 
the  situation.  The  carrier  still  retains  the  right  to  make 
its  rates,  the  Commission  having  power  only  to  set  them 
aside  under  the  conditions  named  in  the  Act.*^  As  to  the 
constitutionality  of  the  Act  as  amended,  there  would 
seem  to  be  no  doubt,  as  it  has  repeatedly  held  that  such 
power — even  in  the  more  extreme  form  of  establishing 
rates  and  making  schedules — ^may  be  given  over  to  a 
commission  by  the  legislature.  At  all  events  the  only 
question  which  has  been  seriously  litigated  under  the  Act 
is  the  extent  to  which  limitations  are  imposed  upon  the 
Commission.  The  process  provided  by  the  Act  in  accord- 
ance with  the  principles  under  discussion  is  the  measure 
of  the  authority  of  the  Commission.  The  Commission 
cannot  take  action  a£fecting  the  charges  of  a  carrier  ex- 
cept upon  the  basis  of  a  hearing  and  a  finding  upon  the 
evidence  that  the  rate  being  charged  is  unreasonable.®* 

§  1036.  No  disturbance  of  reasonable  rates. 

The  power  of  the  Commission  to  alter  rates  depends 
altogether  upon  the  fact  of  their  unreasonableness^  and 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  that  eflfect  the  Commission 
has  no  authority.  All  this  may  not  have  been  so  plain 
in  regard  to  this  amendment  at  the  outset  as  it  has  be- 
come subsequently  in  the  light  of  the  decisions  interpret- 
ing it.  But  by  the  time  that  the  case  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  v.  Stickney®^  was  decided  it  had 
become  clear  enough  that  a  carrier  under  section  15  as 
amended  was  entitled  to  a  finding  by  the  Commission 
that  the  particular  charge  complained  of  was  unreason- 

**  Likewise  the  Commission  has  "  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Com- 
authority  to  order  a  raihx)ad  to  so  mission  has  no  power  under  the  Act 
adjust  its  rates  as  to  prevent  dia-  to  fix  minimum  rates  for  the  pro- 
crimination  against  a  shipper  with-  tection  of  a  competitor;  its  juris- 
out  prescribing  the  new  rates  to  be  diction  is  confined  to  fixing  maxi- 
applied,  or  specifying  how  the  charges  mum  rates  for  the  carriers  involved 
should  be  equalized.  See  New  York  in  the  proceedings  before  it.  See 
Central  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Interstate  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  R.,  195  Fed.  953. 
Commerce  Commission,  168  Fed.  131.  "^  215  U.  S.  98,  30  Sup.  Ct.  66. 
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able  before  a  change  could  be  required.  Moreover,  as 
that  case  held,  a  charge  for  a  service  which  did  not  give 
the  carrier  more  than  a  fair  profit  for  performing  it,  was 
not  imreasonable.  For  the  Commission  to  attempt  to  fix 
a  new  rate  at  the  out  of  pocket  cost  in  place  of  the  exist- 
ing rate,  which  included  a  profit  upon  the  service  per- 
formed, was  therefore  altogether  beyond  the  statutory- 
limitations  upon  the  power  of  the  Commission.  Probably, 
however,  this  would  not  be  an  invasion  of  constitutional 
rights,  since  the  profits  of  the  company  taken  as  a  whole 
apparently  remained  sufficient.^  Not  until  such  a  finding 
has  been  made  has  the  Commission,  as  the  Act  reads,  any 
jurisdiction  to  take  any  further  action. 

§  1036.  Basis  of  reasonable  rates. 

The  duty  of  the  Commission  is  not  that  of  a  lawmaker 
laying  down  such  rules  of  public  policy  as  it  may  think 
will  promote  the  common  weal.  Its  function  is  to  see 
whether  the  rates  which  the  carrier  is  charging  are  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  law  laid  down  in  the 
Act,  and  if  they  are  not  to  make  them  so.  As  was  in- 
sisted in  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Chicago, 
Rock  Island  and  Pacific  Railway,*^  this  determination  is 
for  the  Commission  in  first  instance,  the  power  of  the 
courts  being  confined  to  discovering  whether  the  action 
of  the  Commission  is  within  the  scope  of  the  delegated 
authority  under  which  it  piuports  to  have  been  made. 
The  question  in  that  particular  case  was  a  close  one,  as 
the  Commission  had  obviously  certain  policies  of  rate- 
making  in  mind  in  dealing  with  basing  points  which  in- 
evitably involve  the  respective  position  of  trade  centers. 
The  carriers  complained  to  the  courts  that,  by  the  artifi- 
cial apportionments  made,  the  Commission  was  laying  an 
arbitrary  hand  upon  the  traffic  of  the  country.    But  the 

"See  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ry.  »218    U.    S.    88,    30    Sup.    Ct. 

V.  Minnesota,  186  U.  S.  257,  22  Sup.      651. 
Ct.  901. 
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Supreme  Court  decided  that  there  was  enough  in  the 
record  to  satisfy  it  that  the  rates  set  aside  were  unreason- 
able, and  that  the  rates  put  in  their  place  were  proper. 
The  court  was  divided,  however;  and  it  was  obvious  that 
further  discussion  of  the  whole  matter  would  soon  be 
required.  It  is  all  very  well  to  say,  as  the  majority  did, 
that  commissions  must  have  a  broad  outlook;  but  the 
question  is  by  what  rules  are  they  to  act  if  we  are  to  have 
a  government  of  laws,  not  of  men.*® 

§  1037.  Jurisdictional  limitations  upon  rate  revision. 

It  was  not  imtil  the  case  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Com- 
pany V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,*^  that  the 
significance  of  these  provisos  in  the  Act  became  apparent, 
whereby  the  foundations  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mission were  specified.  The  Commission,  as  it  appeared 
in  that  case,  had  come  to  the  rescue  of  the  lumber  indus- 
try of  the  Willamette  valley,  which  was  threatened  by 
advances  in  rates  which  had  been  put  into  effect  shortly 
before.  At  all  events,  it  had  after  due  proceedings  fixed 
lower  rates  for  the  future  in  place  of  the  old  rates,  ap- 
parently upon  the  ground  that  it  would  be  a  wise  policy 
to  keep  open  the  markets  which  had  thus  been  closed. 
The  earlier  rates  imdoubtedly  had  thus  created  markets 
upon  which  the  shippers  had  come  to  rely;  but,  as  the 
Supreme  Court  pointed  out,  all  these  arguments  ignored 
the  provisions  of  the  Act.  In  the  absence  of  a  finding 
that  the  advanced  rates  which  carriers  had  put  in  effect 
were  mireasonable,  it  was  clearly  laid  down  that  the  Com- 
mission had  no  jurisdiction  to  go  further;  and  this  was  not 
made  out  by  showing  that  public  interests  would  be  pro- 
moted by  lower  rates.    Such  arguments  might  sometimes 

w  It  should  be  said  that  the  baaing  Commission    in    relation    to    rates, 

of  rates  upon  what  is  eoonomioally  Philadelphia  &  R.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 

dedrable  has  never  been  the  test  of  Conmierce    Commission,    174    Fed. 

the  federal  courts  in  reviewing  the  687. 
orders  of  the  Interstate  Commerce         •^  219  U.  S.  433,  31  Sup.  Ct.  288. 
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avail  carriers  in  explaining  differentials;  but  they  could  not 
justify  commissions  in  ordering  changes.'* 

§  1038.  Working  within  legal  bounds. 

With  the  famous  case  of  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Railway*'  at  last 
brought  to  a  termination  by  the  late  aflSrmation  of  the 
Supreme  Court  we  are  now  in  a  position  to  see  just  what 
the  scope  of  the  power  of  the  Commission  is  under  the 
Act.  This  matter  of  the  Lemon  rates  from  the  Pacific 
coast  has  been  going  back  and  forth  between  the  Commis- 
sion and  the  courts  for  some  time.  First,  the  Commis- 
sion reduced  the  rates  for  reasons  in  last  analysis  more 
economic  than  legal;  and  this  order  the  Commerce  Court 
set  aside,  as  the  existing  rate  had  not  been  sufficiently 
shown  to  be  unreasonable  in  the  sense  of  the  law.  Then 
the  Commission  took  further  testimony,  making  at  least 
a  showing  sufficient  to  justify  it  in  declaring  the  existing 
rates  unreasonable,  and  substituted  new  rates;  and  the 
federal  court  then  held  in  effect  that  whatever  motive 
might  be  behind  this  action  there  was  reason  enough  ap- 
parent in  the  record  for  the  course  it  had  pursued.  All 
this  means  that  the  Commission  must  work  within  legal 
bounds  when  it  sets  out  to  revise  rates;  and  that  any  car- 
rier which  is  charging  no  more  than  reasonable  rates  profita- 
ble in  themselves  need  not  fear  disturbance  by  the  Commis- 
sion upon  some  theory  or  other  of  adjustment  of  rates.** 

§  1039.  How  the  Commission  now  views  its  function. 

The  Conmiission  had  never  felt  altogether  free  from  the 


••  The  general  principle  which  the 
majority  of  courts  are  now  laying 
down  as  the  guide  for  all  concerned 
seems  to  be  that  what  is  a  reasonable 
rate  depends  upon  the  significance  of 
that  phrase  at  common  law.  South- 
em  Indiana  R.  R.  v.  Railroad  Com- 
mission, 172  Ind.  113,  87  N.  E.  966. 

»•  231  U.  S.  736,  34  Sup.  Ct.  316. 
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•*  The  federal  courts  have  always 
insisted  that  the  Commission  shaU 
keep  itself  to  the  basis  of  the  condi- 
tions affecting  the  movement  of 
traffic  as  the  standard  established 
by  the  laws  for  the  reasonableness 
of  rates.  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry^ 
64  Fed.  723. 
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limitations  of  the  Act.  It  had  said  before  these  decisions 
of  the  courts  were  handed  down  that  its  function  as  an 
administrative  body  was  to  regulate  interstate  rates  only 
to  the  extent  that  jurisdiction  had  been  confided  to  it  by 
the  Congress  in  accordance  with  the  Constitution.*  And 
in  another  opinion  of  this  period  it  had  said  that  the  duty 
of  the  Commission  as  an  administrative  body  was  to  es- 
tablish reasonable  rates  without  attempting  to  foster  one 
interest  at  the  expense  of  another.^  The  Commission  has 
been  insistent  that  it  does  not  sit  to  give  opinions  on  ab- 
stract questions.'  So  as  a  matter  of  policy  it  will  not 
construe  the  Act  before  any  violation  thereof  is  charged; 
nor  will  it  express  an  opinion  upon  facts  not  brought  be- 
fore it  by  a  petition  within  its  jurisdiction.*  And  for 
these  reasons  it  has  held  that  it  will  not  make  orders  until 
a  violation  of  Act  is  charged.^  The  Commission  also  ap- 
preciates that  it  does  not  lie  within  the  scope  of  its  func- 
tions to  dictate  as  to  the  policies  upon  which  carriers 
shall  act  in  framing  a  system  of  rates.*  And  it  will  not 
consider  that  it  has  any  concern  with  the  intent  lying 
behind  an  advance  in  rates,  so  long  as  the  rates  estab- 
lished are  reasonable  in  themselves  J 


Topic  B.    Reparation  for  Past  Misconduct 

§  1040.  Reasonableness  of  the  established  rate. 

Rates  duly  established  in  accordance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce  are  binding  upon 


^Schemn  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  660. 

*  CJobb  V.  N.  P.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  100. 

'  Pennsylyania  Ck>.  v.  Louisville,  N. 
A.  4  C.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  603. 

^  Re  Order  of  Railway  Ck>nductors, 
1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  18,  1  I.  C.  C.  8; 
Re  Theatrical  Rates,  1  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  18;  Re  Inmates  of  Nat.  Homes, 
1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  73;  Boston  d  A. 
R.  R.  v.  Boston  &  L.  R.  R.,  1  Int. 
Com.    R^.    671;    Re    Iowa    Barb 


Steel  Wire  Co.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
605;  Re  United  States  Commission 
of  Fish  and  Fisheries,  1  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  606. 

*  Re  Order  of  Railway  Conductors, 
Traders  &  Travelers  Union  v.  Phila. 
A  Reading  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
18. 

•  Port  Arthur  B.  of  J.  v.  A.  k  S. 
Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  388. 

^  Re  Advances  in  Barley,  24 1.  C.  C. 
664. 
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carriers  and  shippers  alike  so  long  as  they  remain  in  ef- 
fect. The  law  requires  that  such  rates  shall  be  reasonable 
and  just  and  authorizes  the  Commission  to  award  repara- 
tion on  account  of  the  exaction  of  imreasonable  trans- 
portation charges.  It  follows  that  although  a  rate  is  by 
the  terms  of  the  law  binding  upon  all  so  long  as  it  remains 
in  effect,  such  rate  may  be  found  and  declared  to  be  unlaw- 
ful and  reparation  given  on  account  of  its  unreasonableness. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  make  the  mere  establish- 
ment of  rates  by  a  carrier  conclusive  of  their  reasonable- 
ness and  justness,  and  leave  shippers  without  recourse  for 
the  recovery  of  excessive  charges.  It  is  the  duty  of  car- 
riers and  shippers  to  observe  the  established  rates,  and 
there  can  be  no  waiver  of  charges  which  accrue  pending  a 
contest  or  dispute  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  estab- 
lished rates.*  It  follows  that  the  Commission  has  jurisdic- 
tion without  regard  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  to  award 
damages  whenever  they  arise  imder  the  Act,  excepting  in 
those  cases  where  the  Act  itself  names  another  forum.* 

§  1041.  Reparation  in  connection  with  relief. 

In  any  case  where  the  published  rate  is  unjustly  dis- 
criminatory, the  Commission  has  jurisdiction  to  order 
reparation  to  shippers  injured  thereby.^®  The  power  of 
the  Commission  is  ample  to  declare  rates  and  rules  set 
forth  in  a  tariff  schedule  unjust  or  unreasonable;  and  when 
a  rate  has  been  found  unreasonable,  and  a  reasonable  rate 
has  been  established,  to  order  that  reparation  shall  be 
made.*^  Whether  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  deny 
damages  where  it  has  found  that  a  rate  charged  was  un- 
reasonable or  unjustly  discriminatory  has  not  as  yet  been 
decided.^*    The  constitutionality  of  the  provision  author- 

«  Moore  Produce  CJo.  v.  C.  M.  &  CJo.  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  13  L  C.  C. 
St.  P.  Ry..  15  I.  C.  C.  334.  128. 

» Waaher  Grain  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  "  Moore  Produce  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 

15  I.  C.  C.  147.  .    St.  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  334. 

*^  Minneapolis  Threshing  Machine         ^'  Mfrs.   &    Merchant's   Aas'n   v. 

A.  &  A.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  116. 
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izing  awards  of  reparation  has  been  questioned  by  the  car- 
riers on  the  ground  that  it  deprives  the  court  of  jurisdiction 
over  the  recovery  of  damages;  but  the  Commission  at  all 
events,  has  no  doubts  that  the  granting  of  reparation  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  system  of  regulation  whereby  the  rates 
scheduled  must  be  paid  until  revised  by  the  Commission. \* 

§  1042.  Concurrent  jurisdiction  over  relief. 

The  bringing  of  a  suit  in  the  United  States  Circuit 
Coxul;  for  the  recovery  of  excessive  railway  charges  is  not 
a  bar  to  a  subsequent  proceeding  before  this  Commission, 
where  that  suit  was  dismissed  without  prejudice,  and  for 
the  reason  that  the  Commission  had  never  passed  upon 
the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  involved.^*  Notwithstand- 
ing the  powers  conferred  on  the  Commission  by  section  15 
of  the  Act,  the  federal  courts  have  jurisdiction  under 
section  9  over  the  subject-matters  in  a  suit  for  damages 
for  unjust  discrimination;  and  it  was  not  necessary  first 
to  resort  to  the  Commissipn.^^  The  jurisdiction  of  Com- 
mission to  award  damages  has  been  said  to  be  dependent 
upon  the  establishing  of  a  maximum  rate,  as  its  power  to 
grant  reparation  is  dependent  upon  its  finding  reason  to 
alter  the  schedule  complained  of  on  the  basis  that  it  is  un- 
reasonable as  it  stands.^*  The  Commission  is,  therefore,  as 
has  been  held  in  another  opinion  recently,  without  authority 
to  award  damages  in  any  case  imless  the  rate  assailed  was 
in  violation  of  the  Act  at  the  time  shipments  moved.  ^^ 

§  1043.  Attitude  of  the  courts. 

Relief  from  excessive  freight  charges  upon  interstate 
shipments,  where  the  charges  are  made  according  to  es- 
tablished rates  fixed  and  promulgated  as  required  by  the 

"Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v.  ^'Langdon  v.  Penn.  R.  R.,   194 

A.  &  S.  R.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  302.  Fed.  486. 

^*  Baer  Bros.   Mercantile   Co.   v.  ^  Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v. 

Missouri   P.   R.   Co.,    11    I.  C.   C.      A.  &  S.  R.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  302. 
329.  "  New  Pittsbtirg  Coal  Co.  v.  H.  V. 

Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  121. 
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Act,  must,  therefore,  be  sought  through  the  Coromission." 
Generally  speaking  the  enforcement  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  is  naturally  enough  regarded  as  a  federal 
matter;  the  United  States  courts  and  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  actions 
based  upon  the  Act,  or  brought  to  enforce  a  right  created 
by  the  Act.^^  The  Commission  alone  has  original  jurisdic- 
tion to  determine  whether  an  existing  rate  schedule,  or  an 
existing  regulation  or  practice  affecting  rates  or  an  existing 
regulation  or  practice  of  any  other  kind  affecting  matters 
sought  to  be  regulated  by  the  Act,  is  unjust  or  imreasonable, 
or  imjustly  discriminatory,  or  unduly  preferential,  or  preju- 
dicial.^ And  the  courts  cannot  by  mandamus,  injimction  or 
otherwise  control  or  modify  any  order  of  the  Commission 
made  by  it  in  the  due  performance  of  its  merely  adminis- 
trative functions.  2^ 

§  1044.  Wrongs  outside  Commission  jurisdiction. 

The  authority  of  the  Commission  to  award  damages  ex- 
tends only  to  such  damages  as  accrue  from  violations  of 
the  Act.-2  And  the  Act  restricts  the  Commission's  author- 
ity to  award  damages  to  cases  in  which  the  carrier  may 
only  be  liable  under  the  Act.^'  As  the  Commission  can 
award  damages  only  for  violation  of  the  Act,  it  has  no 
authority  to  administer  a  remedy  in  applications  for  re- 
lief based  solely  upon  a  contractual  relation.**  No  duties 
are  delegated  to  the  Commission  to  determine  the  purpose 
or  scope  of  statutes  under  which  rights  and  privileges  may 
be  reserved  to  the  United  States  in  return  for  subsidies  in 
lands  or  loans  or  credit.  ^^     And  likewise  wrongs  defined 

«  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  The  Su-  «  Hampton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  O.  D.  S. 

perior  Refining  Co.,  83  Kan.  732,  112  S.  Co.,  27  I.  C.  C.  666. 

Pac.  604.  »  Blume  &  Co.  v.  Wells,  Fargo  & 

» Hardaway  v.  Southern  Ry.,  90  Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  53. 

S.  C.  475,  73  S.  E.  1020.  "  Wood-Mosaic  Flooring  &  Lumber 

»  Saunders  &  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  Co.  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  R. 

18  I.  C.  C.  415.  458. 

"  Morrisdale  Coal  Co.   v.   Penn.  «  United  States  v.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  28 

R.  R.,  183  Fed.  929.  I.  C.  C.  518. 
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by  the  anti-trust  acts,  such  as  unfair  competition,  have 
been  held  to  be  beyond  the  Commission's  jurisdiction.^ 
On  the  other  hand,  if  there  be  a  combination  in  restraint 
of  trade  among  shippers  which  controls  price  of  commodity 
without  regard  to  ordinary  laws  of  production  and  dis- 
tribution, that  is  no  excuse  for  unreasonable  rate.^  But 
if  a  combination  among  carriers  to  raise  rates  unduly  is 
discovered  the  advanced  rates  may  be  suspended  imder 
the  powers  which  the  Commission  now  possesses.^  But  the 
mere  fact  in  itself  that  advances  were  the  results  of  con- 
certed action  does  not  furnish  a  foundation  for  declaring 
rates  unlawful,^  It  should  be  noted,  however,  in  qualifi- 
cation of  the  authority  of  these  decisions  to-day  that  by 
the  sweeping  clauses  of  the  Clayton  Act  a  load  supervi- 
sion over  restraint  of  trade  and  monopolization  of  com- 
merce by  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  has  been  conferred 
upon  the  Commission.'" 

§  1046.  Limitations  upon  its  powers. 

The  Cbmmission  is  the  creature  of  statute;  and  its 
authority  is  solely  derived  from  the  Act  of  Congress 
creating  the  Commission  and  the  various  amendments; 
its  function  is  to  administer  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce 
and  not  to  enforce  conditions  found  in  Federal  or  other 
charters.  While,  therefore,  a  violation  of  the  conditions 
of  the  acts  of  Congress  granting  the  rights  of  way  may 
be  grounds  for  forfeiture,  the  remedy  is  in  the  courts,  as  it 
is  not  the  province  of  the  Commission  to  enforce  com- 
pliance with  conditions  subsequent  found  in  railroad 
charters.'^  The  Commission  has  had  to  point  out  again 
and  again  that  the  jurisdiction  which  it  posseses  to  award 
compensation  in  suit  for  reparation  for  past  ofifenses  against 

"  Iowa  V.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  "  Railroad    Commission    of    Tex. 

134.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  463. 

^  Maritime  Exchange  v.  P.  R.  R.,  ^  These  clauses  are  reprinted  in 

21  I.  C.  C.  81.  the  Appendix. 

^  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  East-  '^  Haines  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R., 

em  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243.  11  I.  C.  C.  214. 
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the  Act  does  not  cover  suits  for  damages  generally  for  in- 
juries done  to  shippers  by  carriers.  So  the  Commission  will 
dismiss  a  suit  which  comes  down  upon  analysis  to  an  action 
of  conversion  for  withholding  deUvery  of  goods.'*  And,  gen- 
erally speaking,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  award  damages  in 
tort  for  negligent  injuries  or  consequential  damages  resulting 
therefrom. '^  Where  a  complainant  asked  the  establishment 
of  routing  for  certain  interstate  electric  passenger  cars  over  a 
viaduct  owned  by  a  bridge  company  which  is  not  subject  to 
the  Act,  it  was  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  relief 
sought  being  a  plan  of  physical  operation  not  within  the 
Conomission's  power.'^  And  on  the  same  grounds  a  peti- 
tion asking  that  carriers  be  required  to  transport  goods 
without  delay  was  dismissed.'^  Likewise  the  Commission 
has  no  power  to  compel  lake  lines  to  run  their  boats  to  a 
given  city,  as  it  pointed  out  in  a  recent  decision.* 

« 

§  1046.  Basis  of  Commission  jmisdictioii. 

As  has  already  been  pointed  out  several  times  in  the 
course  of  this  discussion,  the  Commission  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  enforce  contracts  in  any  proceeding.*^  And  eon- 
sequentlj'  it  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  Commission 
to  determine  the  validity  or  legality  of  a  contract."  Thus 
it  was  said  in  one  proceeding  that  if  the  oomidainants  had 
a  contract  with  defendant  to  locate  and  maintAin  its 
station,  they  may  periiaps  maintain  a  suit  at  law  for 
breach  of  that  contract ;  but  the  Commission  has  no  poiver 
to  award  damages  for  failure  to  poform  such  a  contract.* 
.Vnd  in  another  proceeding  it  was  said  later  that  the 
)x>wer  of  the  Commission  to  require  switch  connection 


"MacBrkleC.  ^  C.  Co.  v.  St.  P^  «EBCUttU  BoBmeaB  Men's  Am^n 

M.  ^  O.  Ry..  13  I.  C.  C.  571.  t.  A.  A.  R.  R,  2t  L  C,  C,  11. 

»Folmcr  &  Co.  v.  Gt,  Xo.  Hy.,  « L. &  X. R. R. Go. t. M.,  SC  P. 4 

15  L  C.  C.  33.  S.  S.  M.  Ry.,  24  L  C.  C  639. 

MKansfts  City  v.  K.  C.  V.  &  T.  "CkecDbaimi  Oo.  t.  C.  4  O.  ^y. 

Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  22.  Co.,  25  L  C.  C.  353. 

»I\kccltttoub  Fanner?*  Aas'n  t.  *  Eddkaumn  v.  Sfidlnnd  VaBey 

1.  C.  R-  R„  19  I-  C,  C.  R,  513.  R.  Cb.,  11  L  C.  C.  KB. 
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.was  not  founded  upon  any  contractual  relationship  exist- 
ing between  carriers  and  those  entitled  to  invoke  the 
benefit  of  the  statute;  and  therefore  the  Commission  is 
without  jurisdiction  to  compel  defendant  to  specifically 
perform  a  contract  in  respect  thereto  or  to  award  damages 
for  the  breach  thereof.*®  The  Commission's  jurisdiction, 
in  a  general  sense,  extends  only  to  the  duties  which  the 
carrier  owes  to  its  patrons  as. a  common  carrier  to  the 
shipping  public.*^  It  does  not  purport  to  have  been  given 
jurisdiction  generally  to  adjudicate  claims  between  carriers 
and  shippers,  even  those  arising  out  of  matters  happening 
in  connection  with  the  transportation  itself.*^ 

§  1047.  Extent  of  its  powers. 

The  Commission,  therefore,  is  not  made  a  court  to 
settle  differences  to  which  carriers  are  parties;  indeed 
under  our  constitutional  system  judicial  power  of  this 
extensive  character  could  not  be  intrusted  to  an  adminis- 
trative body.  Thus  the  Commission  does  not  imdertake 
to  determine  questions  of  respective  liability,  such  as 
whether  the  vendor  or  the  vendee  is  liable  for  demurrage 
charges.*^  And  the  Commission  is  even  without  authority 
to  enter  an  order  requiring  a  shipper  to  make  good  to  the 
cajrier  an  undercharge,  where  less  than  the  published 
rate  has  been  collected  by  error.**  And  the  Commission 
cannot  allow  set-ofif  of  unpaid  freight  bills  against  a  rep- 
aration suit  for  improper  exaction  of  unreasonable  rates 
as  that  would  involve  jurisdiction  over  collecting  bills.** 
It  is  equally  clear,  as  has  been  seen,  that  the  Commission 
hafe  no  power  as  between  carrier  and  shipper  to  direct 
payment  of  damage  claims,  since  a  failure  to  answer  for 

^  Ralston  Townsite  Co.  v.  M.  P.  **  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v. 

Ry.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  364.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  23 1.  C.  C.  81. 

"  Southwestern  Produce  Distribu-  **  Falls  &  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry. 

tere  V.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  269. 

458.  ^  Lanning  Harris  Coal  &  G.  Co.  v. 

«  Lanning  H.  C.  &  G.  Co.  v.  St.  L.  St.  Louis  &  St.  F.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C. 

&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  37.  37. 
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the  Act  does  not  cover  suits  for  damages  generally  for  in- 
juries done  to  shippers  by  carriers.  So  the  Commission  will 
dismiss  a  suit  which  comes  down  upon  analysis  to  an  action 
of  conversion  for  withholding  delivery  of  goods.'*  And,  gen- 
erally speaking,  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  award  damages  in 
tort  for  negligent  injuries  or  consequential  damages  resulting 
therefrom. ''  Where  a  complainant  asked  the  estabUshment 
of  routing  for  certain  interstate  electric  passenger  cars  over  a 
viaduct  owned  by  a  bridge  company  which  is  not  subject  to 
the  Act,  it  was  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  relief 
sought  being  a  plan  of  physical  operation  not  within  the 
Commission's  power.'*  And  on  the  same  groimds  a  peti- 
tion asking  that  carriers  be  required  to  transport  goods 
without  delay  was  dismissed.'^  Likewise  the  Commission 
has  no  power  to  compel  lake  lines  to  run  their  boats  to  a 
given  city,  as  it  pointed  out  in  a  recent  decision.'* 

§  1046.  Basis  of  Commission  jurisdiction. 

As  has  already  been  pointed  out  several  times  in  the 
course  of  this  discussion,  the  Commission  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  enforce  contracts  in  any  proceeding.'^  And  con- 
sequently it  is  not  within  the  province  of  the  Conunission 
to  determine  the  validity  or  legality  of  a  contract."  Thus 
it  was  said  in  one  proceeding  that  if  the  complainants  had 
a  contract  with  defendant  to  locate  and  maintain  its 
station,  they  may  perhaps  maintain  a  suit  at  law  for 
breach  of  that  contract;  but  the  Commission  has  no  power 
to  award  damages  for  failure  to  perform  such  a  contract.  *• 
And  in  another  proceeding  it  was  said  later  that  the 
power  of  the  Commission  to  require  switch  connection 

"  MacBride  C.  &  C.  Co.  v.  St.  P.,  **  Escanaba  Business  Men's  Ass'n 

M.  &  O.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  571.  v.  A.  A.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  11. 

"  Folmer  &  Co.  v.  Gt.  No.  Ry.,  "^  L.  &  N.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  M.,  St.  P.  & 

15  I.  C.  C.  33.  S.  S.  M.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  639. 

»*  Kansas  City  v.  K.  C.  V.  &  T.  »  Greenbaum  Co.  v.  C.  4  O.  Ry. 

Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  22.  Co.,  26  I.  C.  C.  352. 

'^  Ponchatoula  Farmers'  Ass'n  v.  **  Eddlemann  v.   Midland  Valley 

I.  C.  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  R.  513.  R.  Co.,  11  I.  C.  C.  103. 
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.was  not  founded  upon  any  contractual  relationship  exist- 
ing between  carriers  and  those  entitled  to  invoke  the 
benefit  of  the  statute;  and  therefore  the  Commission  is 
without  jurisdiction  to  compel  defendant  to  specifically 
perform  a  contract  in  respect  thereto  or  to  award  damages 
for  the  breach  thereof.^®  The  Commission's  jurisdiction^ 
in  a  general  sense,  extends  only  to  the  duties  which  the 
carrier  owes  to  its  patrons  as. a  common  carrier  to  the 
shipping  public/^  It  does  not  purport  to  have  been  given 
jurisdiction  generally  to  adjudicate  claims  between  carriers 
and  shippers,  even  those  arising  out  of  matters  happening 
in  connection  with  the  transportation  itself.  ^^ 

§  1047.  Extent  of  its  powers. 

The  Commission,  therefore,  is  not  made  a  court  to 
settle  differences  to  which  carriers  are  parties;  indeed 
under  our  constitutional  system  judicial  power  of  this 
extensive  character  could  not  be  intrusted  to  an  adminis- 
trative body.  Thus  the  Commission  does  not  undertake 
to  determine  questions  of  respective  liability,  such  as 
whether  the  vendor  or  the  vendee  is  liable  for  demurrage 
charges.  ^^  And  the  Commission  is  even  without  authority 
to  enter  an  order  requiring  a  shipper  to  make  good  to  the 
carrier  an  undercharge,  where  less  than  the  published 
rate  has  been  collected  by  error/*  And  the  Commission 
cannot  allow  set-ofif  of  unpaid  freight  bills  against  a  rep- 
aration suit  for  improper  exaction  of  unreasonable  rates 
as  that  would  involve  jurisdiction  over  collecting  bills.** 
It  is  equally  clear,  as  has  been  seen,  that  the  Commission 
hafe  no  power  as  between  carrier  and  shipper  to  direct 
payment  of  damage  claims,  since  a  failure  to  answer  for 

*>  Ralston  Townsite  Co.  v.  M.  P.  *•  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v, 

Ry.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  354.  B.  4  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  23  I.  C.  C.  81. 

"  Southwestern  Produce  Distribu-  **  Falls  A  Co.  v.  C,  R.  I.  4  P.  Ry. 

tere  V.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  Co.,  15  I.  C.  C.  269. 

458.  *^  Lanning  Harris  Coal  &  G.  Co.  v. 

«  Lanning  H.  C.  &  G.  Co.  v.  St.  L.  St.  Louis  &  St.  F.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C. 

&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  15  1.  C.  C.  37.  37. 
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torts  is  not  a  violation  of  the  Act.**  Nor  has  the  Commis- 
sion jurisdiction  over  prompt  settlement  of  damage  claims, 
since  this  would  involve  the  judicial  power  of  delivering 
private  rights.*^  Injuries  caused  by  negligence  are  not  a 
ground  for  granting  reparation  by  the  Commission  as  this 
would  involve  the  redress  for  private  wrongs.^  And  it  is 
not  the  tribunal  to  resort  to  for  an  award  of  damages  for 
shrinking  of  cattle  in  transit.*^  Likewise,  the  Commission 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  suits  to  recover  damages  to  ship- 
pers caused  by  delays  in  handling  shipments."  It  is 
equally  true  that  the  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
contracts  between  carriers  and  shippers  so  long  as  these 
do  not  affect  rates  for  service  subject  to  the  Act.*^  Cer- 
tainly there  has  been  no  attempt  to  make  it  a  court  of 
equity  to  enforce  performance  of  contracts.**  Nor  can 
it  assume  jurisdiction  to  determine  liabilities  for  breach 
of  contract.*'  Generally  speaking,  only  those  matters 
which  affect  rating  in  transportation  are  withm  its  juris- 
diction.** 

Topic  C.    Jurisdiction  of  the  Commission 

§  1048.  Recovery  based  upon  published  rate. 

A  carrier  is  prohibited  from  acceptmg  either  more  or 
less  or  different  compensation  than  that  stated  in  tariff.** 
The  Act  charges  every  shipper  with  knowledge  of  the  law- 
ful rate,  or  rather  makes  it  immaterial  whether  or  not  he 
knows  it.**    Shippers,  being  charged  by  law  with  knowl- 


*•  Larkin  Co.  v.  E.  d  W.  T.  Co., 
24  I.  C.  C.  645. 

^Ponchatoula  Fanners'  Ass'n  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  613. 

«  Folmer  Co.  v.  Gt.  No.  R.  R.,  15 

•Caretein's  Packing  Co.  v.  Ore- 
gon R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
125. 

"  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry. 
V.  Knox,  177  Ind.  344,  98  N.  E. 
295. 
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'^  Consolidated  Pump  Co.  v.  L.  S. 
&  M.  S.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  519. 

»*  Ralston  Townsite  Co.  v.  M.  P. 
Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  354. 

»» General  Electric  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 
&  H.  R.  R.  R.,  14 1.  C.  C.  237. 

•*  In  re  Weighing  of  Freight  by 
Carriers,  28  I.  C.  C.  7. 

"Ford  Co.  V.  M.  C.  R.  R.  Co., 
19  I.  C.  C.  507. 

*•  Franke  Grain  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 
27  I.  C.  C.  625. 
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edge  of  the  lawful  rates,  cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  a  lower 
than  the  lawful  rate,  on  the  ground  that  some  railroad 
clerk  has  made  a  mistake  in  quoting  a  lower  rate  for  a 
particular  shipment."  Rates  are  governed  by  published 
tariffs  and  not  by  notations  made  on  bills  of  lading,  or 
other  extrinsic  representations.^  The  terms  of  the  tariffs 
filed  and  published  are  the  sole  guide  m  assessing  trans- 
portation  charges  for  better  or  worse. ^®  The  general 
principle  underlymg  these  rules  is  that  a  carrier  is  bound 
to  ch^ge  neither  more  nor  less  nor  different  compensation 
to  any  shipper  than  the  scheduled  rate.*®  The  lawfully 
pubhshed  rate  is,  therefore,  the  only  rate  that  can  be 
applied,  regardless  of  rate  quoted.*^  And  mistake  of  a 
shipper  as  to  what  rate  is  apphcable  to  his  shipment  is 
no  basis  for  reparation.®-  In  cases  of  the  exaction  of  a 
rate  higher  than  that  in  the  published  tariff,  the  shipper 
may  go  into  court  in  the  first  instance;  but  the  Act  also 
appears  to  give  the  Commission  and  courts  concurrent 
jurisdiction  in  this  respect.®^  Indeed,  if  higher  rates  than 
schedule  have  been  collected,  it  is  a  case  where  the  carrier 
should  voluntarily  make  a  refund  to  the  shipper,  subject 
to  the  scrutiny  of  the  transaction  by  the  Commission.*^ 
It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  that  straight  overcharges  can 
and  should  be  refunded  without  going  to  the  Commission.*'* 
And  generally  speaking  unpublished  charges  and  those  in 
excess  of  published  charges  should  be  so  refunded.**-  If 
there  is  no  scheme  to  cover  a  rebate  on  foot,  it  will  be 
safe  for  the  carrier  to  refund  such  overcharge  on  own  ac- 


*^  Poor  Grain  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B. 
A  Q.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  418. 

"  Pole  Stock  Lumber  Co.  v.  G.  & 
S.  I.  R.  R.,  26  I.  C.  C.  451. 

"Johnson  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 
25  I.  C.  C.  207. 

« Humbolt  S.  S.  Co.  v.  W.  P.  & 
Y.  Route,  25  I.  C.  C.  136. 

"  Oster  Bros.  v.  M.  L.  &  T.  R.  R. 
AS.  S.  Co.,  211.  C.  C.  511. 


•*  Running  v.  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  565. 

«'  Laning-Harris  Coal  &  Grain  Co. 
V.  St.  L.,  &  S.  S.  F.  R.  R.,  15 
I.  C.  C.  37. 

"  Forster  Bros.  Co.  v.  D.  S.  S.  & 
A.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  232. 

•»  Isabeil  Brown  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 
15  I.  C.  C.  616. 

«•  Northern  Lumber  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
T.  &  P.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C.  54. 
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count.*^  If  it  turns  out  that  there  was  no  tariff  authority 
for  the  alternative  rates  upon  the  basis  of  which  a  refund 
had  previously  been  made,  the  refund  originally  made  to 
the  shipper  should  thereupon  be  returned  to  the  carrier.*® 

§  1049.  Effect  of  misquoted  rate. 

The  Commission  has  always  maintained  that  the  mis- 
quotation of  a  rate  is  no  basis  for  an  award  of  reparation 
against  a  carrier.**  It  has  been  felt  that  it  could  not  prop- 
erly permit  the  complainant  to  obtain  by  means  of  refimd 
an  advantage  to  which  it  is  not  entitled  under  regulations 
formerly  in  effect  J®  The  question  as  to  what  rates  should 
be  appUed  is  not  to  be  determmed  by  reference  to  in- 
formation given  out  by  clerks.^*  It  follows  that  where 
one  ships  from  a  certain  point  on  the  assurance  of  the 
carrier  that  a  certain  rate  applied,  a  higher  rate  being  in 
fact  in  force,  it  is  immaterial,  on  the  question  of  repara- 
tion, whether  the  shipper  would  have  made  the  shipment.'* 
Had  he  not  been  misinformed,  it  is  possible  he  might  have 
protected  himself.^^  Yet  the  rule  is  positive  that  the 
schedule  governs  even  in  case  of  misquotation  by  a  rate 
clerk.^^  It  is  fundamental  that  the  lawfully  estabUshed 
rate  is  the  rate  that  must  be  applied,  notwithstanding 
the  erroneous  information  given.^^  The  policy  of  this  is 
to  make  it  clear  that  even  when  there  has  been  a  mis- 
quotation of  a  tariff  rate,  there  is  no  ground  for  departure 
from  the  rates  which  others  are  paying.^*  In  other  words, 
the  pubhshed  rate  must  be  paid  and  collected,  regardless 
of  what  rate  is  quoted. 


^  Mounsen  &  Co.  v.  Gila  V.  G.  & 
N.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  614. 

« Birge-Forbes  Co.  v.  M.  R.  & 
T.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  409. 

•  Fairbault  Furniture  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago Gt.  W.  R.  R.,  26 1.  C.  C.  40. 

7<^  Clinton  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v. 
C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  364. 

''  Crescent  Coal  &  Mining  Co.  v. 
C.  &  E.  I.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  149. 

[948] 


^*  Williamette  Pulp  A  Paper  Co. 
V.  N.  P.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  388. 

"  Snyder  M.  D.  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
O.,  18  I.  C.  C.  498. 

'*  McLean  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 
R.  R.,  22 1.  C.  C.  349. 

'*  Alabama  Lumber  d  Ejcport  Co. 
V.  P.  B.  &  W.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  295. 

^  Scott  V.  T.  A  N.  O.  R.  R.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  167. 
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§  1060.  Recovery  of  scheduled  rate  through  legal  proceed- 
ings. 

The  strict  provisions  against  rebating  in  the  Act  are 
based  upon  an  ingenious  plan.  It  has*  been  seen  that  the 
system  of  regulation  ncrw  prevailing  is  predicated  upon 
having  a  schedule  of  rates  prepared  by  the  railroad  and 
filed  with  the  Commission,  and  duly  pubUshed  and  posted 
as  required.  When  this  has  been  done,  the  rate  so  sched- 
uled and  filed  cannot  be  changed  by  the  railroad  without 
the  filing  and  sufficient  pubhcation  of  a  new  rate.  It  is 
to  safeguard  this  situation  that  the  doctrine  is  carried  to 
such  an  extent  that  even  if  a  shipper  is  at  first  charged  a 
lower  rate  quoted  him  by  a  freight  agent,  he  can  later  be 
compelled  to  pay  the  difference  between  this  and  the 
scheduled  rate;  and  the  courts  have  gone  along  with  this 
doctrine  to  the  extent  that  the  logic  of  the  situation  re- 
quires." If  the  rate  so  published  is  uiu*easonable  in  itself 
or  otherwise  disproportionate,  nevertheless  the  shipper  can- 
not now  go  to  the  courts  to  get  redress.  The  shipper's  only 
remedy  is  by  a  complaint  to  the  Commission,  which  will  re- 
sult, if  successful,  in  a  reduction  in  the  future  and  in  dam- 
ages for  past  unfair  exactions.  By  the  system  established 
under  the  Act,  the  Commission  has  power  to  inquire  into 
the  reasonableness  of  the  scheduled  rate,  and  to  make  it 


"  United  Siate^^Texaa  &  P.  Ry.  v. 
Mugg,  202  U.  S.  242,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
242;  Gulf  C.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Hefley, 
158  U.  S.  98,  15  Sup.  Ct.  802; 
Henderson  Elevator  Cajse,  226  U.  S. 
441,  33  Sup.  Ct.  176;  Gt.  Northern 
Ry.  V.  Kalispell  L.  Co.,  165  Fed.  25; 
Columbus  I.  &  S.  Co.  .v.  Kanawha 
&  M.  Ry.,  171  Fed.  713. 

Alabama — Southern  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Harrison,  119  Ala.  539,  24  So.  55. 

Arkansas — St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  R. 
V.  Ostrander,  66  Ark.  667,  52  S.  W. 
435. 

Connecticut — Rowland  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  61  Conn. 


103. 23  Atl.  755,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  175. 

Georgia — Savannah  F.  d  W.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Bundick,  94  Ga.  775,  21  S.  E. 
995. 

Louisiana — Foster  G.  Co.  v.  Kan- 
sas City  So.  Ry.,  121  La.  1053,  40  So. 
1014. 

Montana — BuUard  v.  Northern 
Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  10  Mont.  168,  25 
Pac.  120. 

Nebraska — Hauiigan  y.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  80  Neb.  132,  117 
N.  W.  100. 

Texas— See  Southehi  Pac.  Ry. 
Co.  v.  Redding  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43 
S.  W.  1061. 
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lower  for  the  future  if  it  finds  it  unreasonable.  And  the 
power  given  to  the  Commission  by  the  other  process  of  the 
Act  to  award  damages  in  reparation  for  past  exactions  is 
complementary.  It  is  essential  to  the  comprehensiveness  of 
this  system  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  on  both 
lines  should  be  exclusive,  and  that  in  the  courts  the  reason- 
ableness of  the  rate  duly  scheduled  should  be  held  to  be 
conclusive.^® 


§  1061.  State  courts  deprived  of  jurisdiction. 

If,  therefore,  a  shipper  is  ready  to  prove  that  the  rate 
charged  him  was  outrageously  high  he  can  no  longer^  as 
formerly,  litigate  the  matter  in  the  courts,  and  show  that 
the  established  rate  is  unreasonable.  He  must  go  to  the 
Commission  to  get  the  scheduled  rate  set  aside,  and  repara- 
tion awarded  him  for  the  extortion.  It  follows  from  all 
this  that  in  an  action  in  a  State  court  by  a  carrier  to 
recover  demurrage,  based  on  a  schedule  of  demurrage 
charges  duly  published  and  filed  with  the  Commission 
the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  reasonable- 
ness of  the  charges,  as  original  jurisdiction  with  respect 
thereto  is  vested  in  the  Commission.'^    Under  the  provi- 


"  United  States— Texaa  &  P.  Ry. 
V.  Abilene  Cotton  Oil  Co.,  204  U.  S. 
426,  27  Sup.  Ct.  350;  Southern  Ry. 
V.  Tift,  206  U.  S.  428,  27  Sup.  Ct. 
709;  Robinson  v.  Baltimore  &  O. 
R.  R.,  222  U.  S.  506,  32  Sup.  Ct.  113; 
Am.  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  R.,  169  Fed.  278;  Van  Patten 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  81  Fed. 
545. 

Georgia — Georgia  R.  R.  v.  Creety, 
5  Ga.  App.  424,  63  S.  £.  528. 

Missouri — Miles  v.  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  134  Mo.  App.  379,  114 
S.  W.  1052. 

Nebraska — Wentz-Bates  Mercan- 
tile Co.  V.  Union  Pacific  Ry.,  85  N^. 
584,  123  N.  W.  1085. 

New  Hampshire — Clough  v.  Boston 
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&  M.  R.  R.,  77  N.  H.  77,  90  Atl. 
863. 

New  Jersetj — Erie  R.  R.  v.  Wan- 
aque  L.  Co.,  75  N.  J.  L.  878,  69  Atl. 
168. 

Oklahoma— AtehiBon,  T.  &  S.  F. 
Ry.  V.  Holmes,  18  Okla.  92,  90  Pac. 
22. 

South  Dakota — Great  No.  Ry.  v. 
Loonan  L.  Co.,  25  S.  D.  155,  125 
N.  W.  645. 

Washington — Lilly  v.  Mo.  Pac. 
Ry.,  64  Wash.  589,  117  Pac.  401. 

West  Virginia — Robinson  v.  Balti- 
more &  R.,  64  W.  Va.  406,  63  S.  E. 
323. 

"Erie  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wanaque 
Lumber  Co.,  75  N.  J.  L.  878,  69  AtL 
168. 
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sions  of  the  Act  no  court  has  any  power,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, to  inquire  into  the  reasonableness  of  any  rate  that 
has  been  regularly  established  by  a  railway  company  and 
filed  with  the  Commission;  for  the  question  of  whether  or 
not  a  rate  is  reasonable  and  just  is  one  to  be  determmed, 
in  the  first  instance,  in  a  proper  proceeding  before  the 
Commission.*^  And  consequently  the  courts  have  no 
jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  rates  after  the 
schedule  has  been  filed  and  put  into  effect,  since  the  au- 
thority to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  rates  is  vested 
by  the  Act  exclusively  in  the  Commission.**  And  the 
general  principle  will  be  insisted  upon,  whatever  may  be 
the  way  in  which  the  point  comes  up,  that  the  Commis- 
sion has  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  questions  concerning 
the  reasonableness  of  increased  rates.** 

§  1062.  Scheduled  rates  conclusive  in  the  courts. 

This  doctrine  in  all  its  scope  can  only  be  appreciated 
by  a  study  of  some  of  the  cases  recently  decided,  such  as 
those  which  have  been  selected  for  statement  in  this  con- 
nection. Since  the  Commission  now  has  power  to  suspend 
the  taking  effect  of  rates  filed  with  it,  it  would  seem  that 
even  the  federal  courts  have  no  power  to  enjoin  the  filing 
of  a  schedule  of  rates  imder  a  bill  brought  prior  to  the 
date  of  fihng  of  the  tariffs,  as  the  Commission  has  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  of  determining  all  questions  of  reasonable- 
ness with  respect  to  rates.*'  Where  the  published  interstate 
rate  is  collected  and  an  action  is  brought  in  a  State  court 
to  recover  for  the  excess  exacted  above  a  s^om  alleged  to 
be  a  reasonable  charge,  the  only  evidence  that  vnll  justify 
the  action  is  a  prior  judgment  of  the  Commission  holding 
the  rate  complained  of  to  be  unreasonable.*'"    In  an  action 

*  Great  Northern  Ry.  v.  Loonan         ••  Wickwire  Steel  Co.  v.  N.  Y.  C. 
Lumber  Co.,  25  S.  D.  156,  125  N.  W.      &  H.  R.  R.  R.,  181  Fed.  316. 
645.  "Columbus  I.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Kan- 

"  Great  Northern  Ry.  v.  Kaliapell      awha  &  M.  Ry.,  171  Fed.  713. 
Lumber  Co.,  165  Fed.  25.  **''  Robinson  v.  B.  d  O.  R.  R.  Co., 

64  W.  Va.  406,  62  S.  E.  323. 
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for  unjust  discrimination  the  complaint  does  not  state  a 
cause  of  action  where  it  neither  aUeges  that  the  carrier 
has  not  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  with  reference  to  filing  of  rates  nor  alleges 
that  by  the  rates  charged  it  exceeded  the  rate  shown  in 
the  schedule.**  In  a  suit  by  a  carrier  to  recover  the  pub- 
lished interstate  rate  the  defendant  cannot  set  up  as  a 
valid  plea  the  unreasonableness  of  such  rate,  since  original 
jurisdiction  over  the  question  of  reasonableness  in  estab- 
lishing interstate  rates  is  vested  with  the  Commission.*^ 

§  1063.  No  reparation  for  misquoted  rate. 

The  requirements  of  the  Act  with  respect  to  the  filing 
of  all  charges  which  the  Commission  may  require,  remove 
from  the  carrier  and  from  the  shipper  the  right  which 
existed  under  the  common  law  to  contract  on  any  basis 
other  than  that  specifically  set  forth  in  the  carrier's  pub- 
lished tariffs.*^  In  publishing  a  rate  or  a  schedule  of  rate 
the  carrier  must  act  under  section  1  of  the  Act,  requiring 
rates  to  be  reasonable  and  just.  If  it  establishes  a  rate 
which  is  excessive,  such  rate  is  not  regarded  in  the  forum 
of  the  Commission  as  lawful  when  its  reasonableness  is 
subsequently  questioned  upon  complaint  filed.®*  While  it 
is  the  legal  rate,  the  rate  that  must  be  paid  by  the  shipper 
and  collected  by  the  carrier  because  it  is  the  published 
rate,  the  mere  publication  by  the  carrier  cannot  make  a 
rate  lawful  that  is  unreasonable  before  the  body  which  has 
power  to  pass  upon  it.*^  No  rate  can  be  lawful  in  the 
sense  of  being  immune  from  attack  with  respect  to  past 
and  future  shipments  if  it  be  excessive  or  unreasonable  in 
amoimt.**    As  will  be  seen,  it  is  held  that  the  failure  to 

•*  Lilly  V.  Northern  Pacific  Ry.,  ••  Arkansas  Fuel  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 

64  Wash.  589,  117  Pac.  401.  St.  P.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  95. 

M«  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.  v.  La  »Reno    Wholesale    Liquor   Store 

Due,  128  App.  Div.  594,  112  N.  Y.  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  23  I.  C.  C. 

Supp.  964.  516. 

"  Peale,  Peacock  &  Kerr  V.  Central  «Newding  v.  M.  K.  &  T.  Ry., 

R.  R.  Co.  of  New  Jersey,  18 1.  C.  C.  25.  19  I.  C.  C.  29. 
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post  a  tariff  which  contains  no  change  in  rates,  and  a  mis- 
leading quotation  by  the  agent  of  the  carrier,  afford  no 
basis  for  reparation.**  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the 
Act  provides  a  penalty  against  a  railroad  which  deliber- 
ately misquotes  a  rate  which  the  shipper  formally  asks  in 
writing.'** 

§  1064.  Liability  for  negligence  in  quoting  rates. 

Although  in  general  the  application  of  these  principles  is 
well  settled,  there  are  still  some  difficult  situations  to  deal 
with.  In  one  recent  case  a  carrier  quoted  a  rate  to  a  ship- 
per which  by  error  was  less  than  that  published;  and  the 
shipper  in  reliance  thereon  later  made  a  contract  for  sales 
on  that  basis.  Later  the  carrier  notified  the  shipper  that 
,  a  mistake  had  been  made  and  quoted  a  new  rate,  which 
by  a  second  mistake  was  higher  than  the  pubhshed  rate. 
The  shipper  called  off  his  negotiations  and  refused  to 
ship,  although  as  he  testified  he  would  have  shipped  at 
the  correct  rate;  and  in  his  suit  subsequently  for  lost 
profits  it  was  held  by  the  State  court  recently  that  he 
might  recover.**  It  is,  as  has  been  seen,  clear  that  if 
negligence  results  in  the  quotation  of  a  rate  lower  than 
that  published,  it  is  impossible  to  save  to  the  shipper  his 
usual  remedy,  since  it  would  enable  him  to  get  service  at 
a  discriminatory  rate,  thus  militating  against  the  integ- 
rity of  the  Act.*^  But  in  a  case  like  this  if  no  liability 
was  incurred  a  higher  rate  might  be  continually  quoted 
to  shippers  in  disfavor,  thereby  putting  them  at  a  dis- 
advantage. A  question  might  arise  as  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  State  court,  particularly  if  it  be  held  that  the 
remedy  of  a  prospective  shipper  did  not  exist  at  common 
law,  but  arises  by  virtue  of  the  Act.*'*    And  it  has  been 

»  Faribault  Furniture  Co.  v.  C.  G.  "  Poor  Grain  &  P.  Co.  v.  C,  B.  & 

W.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  40.  Q.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  418. 

» O'Brien  &  Co.  v.  N.  P.,  Unrep.  «  Galveston  H.  &  T.  C.  Ry.  v. 

No.  227.  Wallace,  223  U.  S.  481,  32  Sup.  Ct. 

»»Aldrich  V.  So.   Ry.   (So.  Car.),  205. 
79  S.  E.  316. 
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held  recently^*  that  a  shipper  may  sue  for  the  carrier's 
failure  to  post  and  keep  open  for  inspection  its  established 
rates,  whereby  the  shipper  is  compelled  to  pay  a  higher 
rate  than  that  in  effect  over  a  competing  line,  and  in  such 
a  suit  recover  the  difference  between  the  rate  paid  and 
competitive  rate.  But  this  is  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that 
the  shipper  would  thereby  be  charged  less  than  the  charge 
published  for  all,  which  it  is  the  policy  of  the  ruling  cases 
to  make  impossible  in  general  at  whatever  cost  to  in- 
dividuals. It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  it  will  be  the 
safe  course  to  make  no  such  concessions  as  these  two 
cases  discussed  in  this  paragraph  were  tempted  to  permit 
but  to  hold  to  the  doctrine  of  the  inevitable  incidence  of  the 
scheduled  rate,  subject  to  the  special  penalty  of  the  statute 
for  failing  to  quote  correctly  a  rate  formally  asked  in  writing. 

§  1066.  Limitations  of  this  policy. 

The  principal  Une  of  distinction  is,  therefore,  clear  enough. 
If  the  basis  of  the  suit  is  in  any  way  an  attack  upon  the 
propriety  of  anything  in  the  schedule  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commission  is  exclusive.  Thus,  as  has  been  seen,  that 
such  rates  so  scheduled  are  reasonable  caimot  be  ques- 
tioned in  any  proceeding  before  the  courts,  as  jurisdiction 
to  reduce  or  realign  them  for  the  future,  and  to  give 
damages  and  reparation  for  past  exactions,  has  been  ex- 
clusively vested  in  the  Commission.  But  the  courts  are 
not  otherwise  ousted  from  the  jurisdiction  they  formerly 
possessed  for  overcharge  and  imdercharge  as  to  suits  be- 
tween shippers  and  carriers.  Thus  if  a  shipper  has  been 
compelled  to  pay  more  than  the  scheduled  rate  he  may 
sue  in  the  courts  for  recovery  of  the  overcharged^  And 
likewise  the  carrier,  if  by  mistake  the  shipper  has  paid 
less  than  the  schedule  calls  for,  not  only  may  but  should 
resort  to  the  courts  to  recover  the  balance.^    It  is,  there- 

•*  St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  v.  Lewallan         ••  Oregon  Ry.  &  N.  Co.  v.  Cool- 

Broe.,  192  Fed.  540.  ridge,  58  Greg.  95,  116  Pac.  93;  but 

^'Hardaway    v.    Southern    Ry.,  see  Baldwin  Land  Co.  v.  Columbia 

(S.  C),  73  S.  E.  1020.  R.  Ry.,  58  Or^.  286,  114  Pac.  469. 

[954] 


Quasi-Judicial  Functions  of  the  Commission    [  §  1056 


fore,  well  established  that,  while  in  transportation  under 
the  Act  the  reasonableness  of  rates  is  to  be  determined 
only  by  the  Commission,  one  who  has  been  made  to  pay 
more  than  the  published  rates  may  bring  suit  in  State 
courts  for  its  recovery,  on  the  basis  of  the  immemorial  ac- 
tion at  common  law  against  a  carrier  for  the  recovery  of 
the  excess  when  more  than  a  proper  charge  has  been  ex- 
acted.*^  Whatever  courts  would  as  between  shipper  and 
carrier  normally  entertain  such  suits  may  proceed  to  the 
extent  indicated  in  this  paragraph;  and  it  should  be  noted 
that  apparently  the  two-year  limitation  in  the  Act  for 
reparation  suits  would  not  apply  in  the  forum  of  the 
courts  of  the  State.** 

Topic  D.    Finding  of  the  Commission 

§  1066.  Power  to  grant  reparation. 

The  Act  now  confers  authority  upon  the  Commission 
to  award  damages  in  cases  brought  before  it.^*  Under 
this  provision,  reparation  will  be  ordered  equal  to  the 
amount  of  any  overcharge  which  the  Commission  fmds 
to  have  been  made.*  Under  the  Act  as  first  passed  the 
Commission  had  held  that  it  had  no  power  to  consider  a 
claim  for  damages.^  While  the  Commission  found  as  a 
fact  that  the  charges  of  defendant  were  in  some  instances 
unreasonable,  it  at  first  made  no  attempt  to  formulate 


^  Brantly  Co.  v.  Ocean  S.  S.  Co., 
5  Ga.  App.  844,  63  S.  E.  1129. 

"  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Lena 
Lumber  Co.,  99  Ark.  105,  137  S.  W. 
562;  see  also  Kansas  City  So.  Ry.  v. 
Tonn,  102  Ark.  20,  143  S.  W.  577. 

^  Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R,  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  83. 

*  Macloon  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  711,  5  I.  C.  C. 
4;  Rea  v.  Mobile  &  O.  Ry.,  7 1.  C.  C. 
Rep.  55;  Grain  Shippers'  Ass'n  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  158; 
Chicago  F.  P.  C.  Co.  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  316; 


Roth  V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  9  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  602;  Gardner  v.  Southern  R.  R., 
10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  342;  Pitts  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
691;  Pitts  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  R., 
10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  684;  Hope  Cotton 
Oil  Co.  V.  Texas  &  P.  Ry.,  10 1.  C.  C. 
Rep.  696. 

'Heck  V.  East  Tennessee,  V.  & 
G.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  775, 
1  I.  C.  C.  495;  Council  v.  Western 
&  A.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  638, 
1  I.  C.  C.  339;  Riddle  v.  New  York, 
L.  E.  &  W.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
787,  1  I.  C.  C.  594. 
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orders.^  Reparation  will  now  also  be  awarded  for  damages 
caused  by  other  violations  of  the  Act  besides  overcharge: 
for  instance,  for  failure  to  furnish  cars/  The  effect  of  an 
advance  in  through  rates  cannot  be  determined  in  a  pro- 
ceeding in  the  same  suit  for  reparation,  as  regards  terri- 
tory to  which  the  reduction  in  the  through  rate  did  not 
apply,  but  is  a  matter  for  independent  inquiry  in  a  new 
proceeding.* 

§  1067.  Bases  of  award  by  reparation. 

The  Commission  has  jurisdiction  without  regard  to  the 
amount  in  controversy,  to  award  damages  whenever  they 
arise  under  the  Act,  excepting  in  those  cases  where  the 
Act  itself  names  another  forum.*  Overcharge  beyond  the 
scheduled  rate  may  be  refunded  by  the  carrier  without 
going  to  Commission;  but  reparation  for  scheduling  too 
high  a  rate  can  only  be  worked  out  by  going  to  the  Com- 
mission.^ And  it  is  to  be  noted  that  reparation  is  awarded 
only  on  the  basis  of  finding  that  the  rate  is  excessive.^ 
The  Commission  cannot  award  reparation  merely  on  the 
admission  of  defendant  that  complainant  is  party  entitled 
to  it;  it  must  be  affirmatively  shown  that  complainant  is 
proper  party  to  obtain  reparation.^  The  Commission  it 
seems  is  not  authorized  by  the  law  to  deny  reparation  in 
a  case  where  it  has  foimd  that  the  rates  charged  com- 
plainant were  unreasonable  or  unjustly  discriminatory.^® 
Because  a  rate  is  foimd  unreasonable  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed the  Commission  will,  as  a  matter  of  course,  award 
reparation  upon  the  basis  of  the  rate  found  to  be  reason- 

'  Barrow  v.  Yasoo  &  M.  V.  R.  R.,  '  Tyaon  &  I.  Buggy  Co.  v.  A.  A  A. 

10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  333.  Ry.,  17  L  C.  C.  330. 

*  Glade  Coal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  "  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
O.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  226;  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
Paxton  Tie  Co.  v.  Detroit  S.  R.  R.,  359. 

10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  422.  •  Baker  Mfg.  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry., 

« Cattle  Raiaers'  Ass'n  v.  Chicago,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  605. 

B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  S3.  ^^  Mfrs.   &   Merchants'   Ass'n   v. 

•  Washer  Grain  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  A.  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C. 
15  I.  C.  C.  147.  116. 
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able.^^  However  this  may  be,  at  all  events  no  order  will 
be  entered  for  reparation  because  a  refund  erroneously 
made  was  in  excess  of  amount  of  reparation  upon  basis  of 
a  rate  found  to  be  reasonable.  ^^  As  against  the  carriers 
found  in  fault,  reparation  is  divided  in  proportion  of  the 
divisions  of  the  rate.*' 

§  1068.  Extent  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  Commission  is  authorized  to  award  damages  only 
when  there  has  been  a  violation  of  the  Act.*^  The  Com- 
mission has  no  power  to  direct  the  payment  of  a  damage 
clahn,  since  a  failure  to  pay  is  not  a  violation  of  the  Act.*^ 
Still  less  has  the  Commission  power  to  order  prompt  pay- 
ment.*^ The  Commission  has  no  authority  to  assess  costs 
or  to  allow  attorney's  fees.*^  And  the  Commission  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  award  damages  for  icing  charges  resulting 
from  carrier's  delay.**  The  Commission  has  no  authority 
to  award  damages  for  negligence  not  constituting  a  breach 
of  the  Act.*^  And,  as  has  been  seen,  loss  sustained  through 
misquotation  of  rate  is  no  proper  ground  for  damages.^ 
A  change  in  rates  on  short  notice,  under  authority  of 
Commission,  affords  no  basis  for  reparation.^'  A  failure 
of  defendants  to  provide  in  their  tariffs  for  the  payment 
of  redemption  money  on  account  of  lost  commutation 
tickets  was  held  not  unreasonable  or  otherwise  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Act.^^    That  a  shipper  in  some  instances  in  the 


"  National  Wool  Grower's  Aas'ii 
V.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  675. 

» W.  E.  CaldweU  Co.  v.  C.  I.  & 
L.  Ry^  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  412. 

>'  National  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Ghicago 
G.  W.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  370. 

^*  Wisoonfiin  Lime  &  Cement  Co. 
V.  C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
366. 

"  Larkin  Co.  v.  E.  &  W.  T.  Co., 
24  I.  C.  C.  645. 

^*  Ponchatoula  Fanners'  Ass'n  v. 
I.  C.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  513. 


"  Washer  Grain  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry., 
15  I.  C.  C.  147. 

»  Flatten  Produce  Co.  v.  K.  L.  S. 
&  C.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  543. 

"  Buffalo  Hardwood  Lumber  Co. 
V.  B.  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  21 1.  C.  C. 
536. 

^  Alabama  Lumber  &  Export  Co. 
V.  P.  B.  A  W.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  295. 

"Wisconsin  Lime  &  Cement  Co. 
V.  C,  C,  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C. 
366. 

«« HiU  V.  P.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  650. 
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past  has  paid  less  than  a  reasonable  charge  is  no  reason 
why  he  should  not  be  awarded  reparation  in  instances 
where  unreasonable  charges  have  been  exacted  from  him.'' 
In  awarding  reparation  on  the  ground  that  an  unreason- 
able rate  was  charged  for  the  transportation  of  property 
for  the  Federal  Government  no  account  can  be  taken  by 
the  Commission  of  proper  land-grant  deductions,  which 
may  be  determined  between  the  parties  as  provided  by 
law.  2^ 

§  1069.  Damages  to  business  generally. 

It  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  claim  for  reparation  to 
allege  a  general  injury  to  business.^^  A  finding  of  general 
damages  by  the  Commission  would  be  mere  opinion,  not 
conclusive  upon  courts,  to  which,  in  any  event,  resort  must 
be  had  for  decision  of  such  a  question.^*  The  Commission 
feels  that  it  has  no  jurisdiction  to  award  damages  for 
decline  in  market  price  of  a  commodity  or  for  commis- 
sions for  its  sale.^  No  damages  will,  therefore,  be  allowed 
for  loss  of  tenants  and  depreciation.®  Damages  due  to 
inability  to  compete  in  common  markets  cannot  become 
subject  of  reparation.^  Loss  of  contracts  and  sales,  result- 
ing from  car-distribution  discrimination,  are  not,  it  seems, 
for  the  Commission  to  assess.^  And  the  Commission  is 
clear  that  exemplary  damages  are  not  within  its  province 
to  grant.' ^  Damages  will  be  denied  a  carrier  not  found 
to  have  unduly  discriminated  against  complainant  in 
distribution    of    cars.'^     And   likewise,   damages  will   be 

"  Cnitchfield  &  Woolfolk  v.  S.  P.  "  Mattison  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R., 

Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  651.  23  I.  C.  C.  233. 

"  United  States  v.  S.  P.  Ck).,  25  »  Sondheimer  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 

I.  C.  C.  255.  20  L  C.  C.  606. 

"Rogers&Co.v.  P.  &R.  Ry.,  112  "Jacoby  &  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  19 

I.  C.  C.  308.  I.  C.  C.  392. 

"Hillsdale  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  »» Eichenberg   v.    S.    P.    Co.,    28 

P.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  63.  I.  C.  C.  584. 

"  Hanley  Milling  Co.  v.  P.  Co.,  «  National  Coal  Co.  v.  B.  &  O.  R. 

19  I.  C.  C.  475.  R.,  28  I.  C.  C.  442. 
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denied  on  a   complaint  where   there  is  no  measure  of 
damage.'' 

§  1060.  Nature  of  the  order. 

An  order  of  the  Commission  for  payment  is  not  judg- 
ment, nor  does  any  Uen  result  therefrom.'*  Indeed,  an 
award  of  reparation  is  not  enforceable  as  such;  it  is  only 
enforceable  as  the  basis  for  court  decree.'*  No  order  will 
be  entered  pending  the  compliance  of  the  carrier  with 
views  of  Commission  oftentimes. '•  And  sometimes  rates 
will  be  exposed  to  analysis  and  criticism  of  the  respondents 
before  the  issuance  of  a  final  order. '^  A  practice  which  is 
bad  only  because  discriminatory  can  always  be  remedied 
by  withdrawing  the  benefit  from  the  favored  party  or  by 
extending  it  to  the  injured  parties."  An  order  to  cease 
and  desist  from  an  imjust  discrimination  operates  in  the 
alternative;  therefore  the  relation  of  rates  may  be  pre- 
scribed but  no  definite  rate  fixed.'^  Where  the  rates  to 
one  point  are  unduly  low  no  vaUd  objection  can  be  found 
to  the  removal  of  the  discrimination  by  an  increase  of  such 
rates.  ^  But  it  is  within  power  of  Commission  to  end  a 
discrimination  as  between  points  of  origin  by  a  reduction 
in  the  rate  from  a  certain  point  that  is  discriminated 
against.*^ 

§  1061.  How  far  party  may  reopen  case. 

It  is  generally  true  that  the  findings  of  the  Commission 
will  not  conclude  the  unsuccessful  party  for  all  time. 
Conditions  of  transportation  vary  from  tune  to  time,  and 

"  Becker  v.  P.  M.  R.  R.,  28 1.  C.  C.  »  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  R.  v. 

645.  Interstate    Commerce    Gommission, 

''Washer  Grain  Co.  v.  Missouri  168  Fed.  131. 

Pacific,  15  I.  C.  C.  147.  '» Freeman    Lumber   Co.    v.    St. 

»*Anadarko    Cotton    Oil   Co.    v.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.   Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  43.  348. 

**  In  re  Investigation  of  Advances  ^  In  re  Advances  of  Lumber,  28 

in  Rates  on  Grain,  21  I.  C.  C.  22.  I.  C.  C.  686. 

"  In  re  Express  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  *»  Scott  Paper  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  26 

132.  I.  C.  C.  601. 
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rates  should  ordinarily  be  adjusted  to  such  changed  con- 
ditions, and  it  is  possible,  therefore,  that  the  petitioners 
may  be  able  to  show  that  a  change  has  taken  place  so 
that  the  contention  which  was  fonnerly  unsuccessful  may 
now  be  reasonable  and  just.^^  It  is  not  to  be  understood, 
however,  that  the  findings  have  no  binding  effect  what- 
ever. If  a  matter  has  once  been  investigated  by  the  Com- 
mission and  a  finding  made,  the  same  question  will  not 
afterwards  be  differently  decided  unless  new  evidence  is 
presented,  even  though  it  arises  upon  the  complaint  of 
other  parties.^'  Questions  coming  before  this  body  are 
not  of  a  character  that  the  decision  in  one  case  is  neces- 
sarily controlling  in  all  similar  cases.  Its  decisions  can 
hardly  be  said  to  have  the  effect  of  an  estoppel,  nor  is 
there  the  same  reason  for  applying  the  maxim  stare  decisis 
which  exists  in  courts  of  law.  In  the  absence  of  some 
showing  that  new  conditions  have  intervened,  or  that  the 
effects  of  the  original  holding  have  been  other  than  were 
anticipated,  we  think  that  that  case  must  control  the  dis- 
position of  this.**  And  upon  the  precise  point  litigated 
and  decided  the  finding  may  be  a  complete  bar  to  further 
proceedings  before  the  Commission.  The  defendant,  if 
the  finding  is  against  him,  may  disregard  it,  and  the  ques- 
tion must  then  be  taken  to  the  courts,  where  the  finHiTig 
is  not  binding.  If  the  finding  is  against  the  complainant 
it  is  final;  and  in  any  case  if  the  complainant  has  his  op- 
tion of  suit  or  complaint  to  the  Commission,  his  appeal 
to  the  Commission  bars  him  from  suit.  So  the  final  judg- 
ment in  a  suit  or  proceeding  before  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  unreversed  and  remaining  of  record 
in  full  force  and  effect,  is  a  bar  to  an  action  in  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  brought  to  recover  damages  from 

**  Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.,  ^Railroad  Commksionen  v.  A., 

2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  496,  3  I.  C.  C.  87;  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  304. 

Interstate  Commerce  Com.  v.  Louis-  ^*  Kauffman  Milling  Co.   v.  Mo. 

viUe  &  N.  R.  R.,  73  Fed.  410,  6  Int.  Pac.  Ry.,  4  I.  C.  C.  417,  3  Int.  Com, 

Com.  Rep.  656.  Rep.  400. 
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the    same    violation    of    the    Act    to    Regulate    Comr 
merce.*^ 

§  1062.  Finding  of  Commission  does  not  work  an  es- 
toppel. 

The  proceedings  before  the  Commission  not  being 
strictly  judicial^  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  judgment  can- 
not properly  be  applied  to  the  findings  of  the  Commis- 
sion.'** The  doctrine  of  estoppel  of  record  does  not  seem 
applicable  to  the  case  under  consideration.  It  is  applied 
to  the  record  and  judgment  of  both  general  and  inferior 
comlis.  The  Comjnission  is  not  a  court.  It  is  a  special 
tribunal  whose  duties  though  largely  administrative  are 
sometimes  semi  or  quasi-judicial.  It  is  required  to  inves- 
tigate and  report.  The  law  creating  the  Commission  does 
not  mention  its  final  act  as  a  judgment.  It  renders  no 
judgment,  enters  no  decree.  From  these  considerations  it 
is  not  believed  that  the  rule  of  estoppel  by  record,  at  all 
times  technical  in  character,  can  be  invoked  by  the  de- 
fendants.*^ The  whole  scope  and  spirit  of  the  Act  seems 
to  stamp  order  of  the  Commission  as  in  no  sense  final  in 
the  sense  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  is  final,  except 
where  the  parties  impressed  by  the  wisdom  and  justice  of 
the  order  acquiesce  therein  in  cases  like  those  here  under 
consideration.^  Even  if  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  rec- 
ord can  ever  be  applied  to  the  findings  of  the  Commission, 
it  can  only  be  done  when  the  parties  are  the  same.  One 
who  appeared  before  the  Commission  in  a  representative 
capacity  as  a  member  of  a  committee  of  a  complaining 
mercantile  society,  in  proceedings  which  were  dismissed,  is 
not  thereby  estopped  in  a  similar  case  brought  by  him 
as  an  individual.*^ 

* 

«  Riddle  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &      year,  76  U.  S.  9  WaU.  788,  19  L.  ed. 
W.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  230.  566. 

«  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  830,  6  I.  C.  C.         «  94  U.  S.  673, 24  L.  ed.  168. 
166.  « Toledo  Produce  Exch.  v.  Lake 

^Providence  Rubber  Co.  v.  Good-     Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com. 

Rep.  830, 5 1.  C.  C.  166. 
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§  1063.  The  two-year  rule. 

Orders  of  the  Commission,  by  a  provision  in  the  Act, 
may  continue  in  force  for  a  period  not  exceeding  two 
years.  ^  But  conversely  orders  with  respect  to  rates  are 
not  conclusive  beyond  the  period  of  two  years.  ^*  More- 
over, Congress  left  the  door  open  to  the  Commission  to 
suspend  or  modify  or  set  aside  any  of  its  orders  at  any 
time  within  the  two  years.  ^^  But  under  the  Act  an  order 
of  the  Commission  shall  remain  in  force  for  two  years 
unless  a  different  time  is  designated.*'  A  contention  that 
if  the  Commission  concludes  a  rate  to  be  unreasonable 
it  thereby  automatically  awards  reparation  covering  the 
statutory  period  of  two  years  prior  to  date  of  complaint, 
not  sustained.**  Two  years  from  date  the  carrier  may 
volimtarily  put  the  old  rate  in  force.**  As  a  practical 
matter  the  advantage  of  submitting  to  a  settlement  in  in- 
formal proceedings  may  be  noted,  as  according  to  what  is 
understood  to  be  the  current  practice  of  the  Commission, 
the  order  is  made  for  one  year,  whereas  in  formal  pro- 
ceedings it  will  almost  invariably  run  for  two  years. 

§  1064.  New  petition  may  be  filed. 

When  new  conditions  have  arisen  since  the  original  in- 
vestigation and  report  of  the  Commission  neither  the  par- 
ties, as  has  been  seen,  nor  others,  are  bound  by  the  former 
finding.  It  follows  that  the  new  conditions  need  not  be 
presented  in  a  petition  for  a  rehearing;  a  new  petition  may 
be  filed,  and  this  would  seem  to  be  the  better  course.  This 
is  clearly  true  where  the  parties  to  the  new  appUcation 
were  not  parties  to  the  former  complaint;  the  new  parties 
should  file  a  new  complaint,  and  if  upon  this  new  complaint 
it  should  appear  that  any  conclusion  in  the  former  case 

••  Douglas  &  Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  "  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  v.  Int.  Com. 

Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  97.  Com.,  168  Fed.  131. 

•^National  Hay  Afls'n  v.  M.  C.  "New    Pittsburg    Coal    Co.    v. 

R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  34.  H.  V.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  121. 

"National  Hay  Ass'n  v.  M.  C.  •»  Thdy  Grain  Co.  v.  F.  S.  &  W.  R. 

R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  34.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  28. 
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so  decided  has  been  erroneous,  the  Commission  would  feel 
it  to  be  a  duty  to  correct  such  conclusion.^  When  a  ques- 
tion of  general  public  interest  is  involved,  the  Commission, 
in  its  own  discrietion  and  in  furtherance  of  justice,  may 
open  a  case  to  give  parties  the  benefit  of  a  more  extended 
investigation  of  the  same  subject-matter;  and  this  was 
done  in  a  case  where  other  parties  in  the  same  business 
had  filed  similar  petitions,  and  the  question  was  to  be 
thoroughly  reconsidered  in  connection  with  these  other 
petitions.  ^^  A  petition  or  motion  for  rehearing  cannot  be 
granted  on  mere  allegation  of  error  in  the  findings  of  fact; 
and  such  a  petition  or  motion  must  be  supported  by  proof 
of  new  facts  or  by  specifically  pointing  out  facts  already 
in  evidence  showing  prima  facie  at  least  that  there  was 
such  error. '^  It  is  clear  that  any  order  the  Commission 
may  make  must  be  at  all  times  subject  to  modification  by 
it.^*  The  Commission  has  now  complete  power  to  suspend 
or  modify  its  orders.^  It  should  be  noted  that,  so  far  as 
the  question  of  power  is  concerned,  that  has  been  given 
to  the  Commission  in  the  clearest  possible  manner  in  the 
Act  as  amended. 

§  1066.  Reopening  a  case  for  rehearing. 

An  application  to  the  Commission  to  reopen  a  case  for 
rehearing  is  addressed  to  its  discretion,  hke  a  similar  ap-. 
phcation  to  a  court;  and  will  be  decided  upon  the  same 
considerations.  A  petition  to  reopen  a  case  that  has  been 
decided,  and  for  a  rehearing,  should  show  prima  facie  that 
some  material  testimony  has  been  overlooked  or  misap- 
prehended, or  some  error  in  the  findings  of  fact  or  conclu- 
sions of  law.*^    So  a  case  before  the  Commission  will  not 

"Re  Petition  of  Toledo  Produce  D.  R.  Ry.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  374, 

Exchange,  2  Int.   Com.   Rep.  412,  4  I.  C.  C.  87. 

2  I.  C.  C.  588.  »  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry., 

»'  Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  400. 

2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  496,  3  I.  C.  C.  "  Loftus  v.  Pullman  Co.,  19 1.  C.  C. 

87.  102. 

"  Proctor    V.    Cincinnati,    H.    &  •*  Myers  v.   Pennsylvania  Co.,  2 

Int.  Com.  Rep.  544. 
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be  reopened  in  a  supplementary  proceeding  brought  simply 
to  secure  reparation,  for  the  pxupose  of  ruling  on  questions 
not  decided  in  the  original  case,  where  the  petition  for 
reparation  was  not  filed  until  long  after  the  original  deci- 
sion had  been  rendered  and  the  offending  carrier  had  com- 
plied therewith.^^  And  after  a  complaint  upon  elaborate 
pleadings  and  proofs  has  been  heard  and  determined  by 
the  Commission,  an  application  for  a  rehearing,  made  only 
by  those  who  were  not  parties  to  the  proceeding,  will  not 
be  granted.**  The  Commission,  however,  will  grant  a  re- 
hearing if  it  is  in  the  interests  of  justice.  This  may  be 
the  case,  even  though  the  finding  of  the  Commission  has 
been  reviewed  by  the  comets.  In  the  one  case**  it  ap- 
peared that  the  Circuit  Court  had  refused  to  enforce  the 
original  order  of  the  Conmiission,  the  Commission  re- 
opened the  case,  granted  a  rehearing,  and  modified  its 
order,  and  renewed  the  order  with  this  modification.  If 
upon  a  rehearing  of  a  case  before  the  Conmiission,  addi- 
tional evidence  warrants  a  finding  contrary  to  what  ap- 
peared and  was  found  in  the  original  hearing,  the  former 
order  may  be  vacated.*^  The  general  principle  upon 
which  petitions  for  rehearing  would  be  dealt  with  was 
stated  by  the  Commission  in  the  first  case  of  the  sort,** 
to  be  that  when  it  had  patiently  and  laboriously  sifted  out 
all  the  material  facts  necessary  to  fairly  and  justly  present 
the  merits  of  the  controversy,  with  its  conclusions  thereon, 
the  Conmiission  had  done  all  that  the  statute  authorizes 
or  requires  it  to  do. 

••  Rice  V.  Western  N.  Y.  A  P.  R.  R.,  •*  Page  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry., 
6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  455.  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  548. 

••  Re  Petition  of  Toledo  Produce  •'  Bates  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R., 
Exchange,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  412,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  296,  4  I.  C.  C.  281. 
2  I.  C.  C.  588.  «  Riddle  v.  Rttsburg  &  L.  E.  R.  R., 

1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  773,  1 1.  C.  C.  490, 
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S  1102.  Stay  of  proceedings. 
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1109.  Course  of  the  proceedings. 
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§  1070.  Provisions  of  the  Act 

By  section  13  which  names  the  parties  who  may  have 
recourse  to  the  Commission  it  is  provided  that  any  person, 
firm,  corporation,  company,  or  association,  or  any  mer- 
cantile, agricultural,  or  manufacturing  society  or  other 
organization,  or  any  body  politic  or  municipal  organiza- 
tion, or  any  common  carrier,  complaining  of  anything  done 
or  omitted  to  be  done  by  any  common  carrier  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  in  contravention  of  the  provi- 
sions thereof,  may  apply  to  said  Commission  by  petition, 
which  shall  briefly  state  the  facts.  Thereupon  a  statement 
of  the  complaint  thus  made  shall  be  forwarded  by  the 
Commission  to  such  common  carrier,  who  shall  be  called 
upon  to  satisfy  the  complaint,  or  to  answer  the  same  in 
writing,  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  specified  by  the 
Commission.  If  such  common  carrier  within  the  time 
specified  shall  make  reparation  for  the  injury  alleged  to 
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have  been  done,  the  common  carrier  shall  be  relieved  of 
liability  to  the  complainant  only  for  the  particular  viola- 
tion of  law  thus  complained  of.  If  such  carrier  or  carriers 
shall  not  satisfy  the  complaint  within  the  time  specified, 
or  there  shall  appear  to  be  any  reasonable  groimd  for  in- 
vestigating said  complaint,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Commission  to  investigate  the  matters  complained  of  in 
such  manner  and  by  such  means  as  it  shall  deem  proper. 
The  Commission  shall,  in  like  manner  and  with  the  same 
authority  and  powers,  investigate  any  complaint  forwarded 
'  by  the  railroad  commissioner  or  railroad  commission  of 
any  State  or  Territory  at  the  request  of  such  commissioner 
or  commission,  and  the  Commission  shall  have  full  au- 
thority and  power  at  any  time  to  institute  an  inquiry,  on 
its  own  motion,  in  any  case  and  as  to  any  matter  or  thing 
concerning*  which  a  complaint  is  authorized  to  be  made, 
to  or  before  said  Commission  by  any  provision  of  the 
Act,  or  concerning  which  any  question  may  arise  xmder 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  or  relating  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Commis- 
sion shall  have  the  same  powers  and  authority  to  proceed 
with  any  inquiry  instituted  on  its  own  motion  as  though 
it  had  been  appealed  to  by  complaint  or  petition  imder 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  including  the  power  to 
make  and  enforce  any  order  or  orders  in  the  case,  or  relat- 
ing to  the  matter  or  thing  concerning  which  the  inquiry  is 
had  excepting  orders  for  the  payment  of  money.  And  by 
explicit  provision  no  complaint  shall  at  any  time  be  dis- 
missed because  of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  com- 
plainant. 

§  1071.  Conduct  of  the  proceedings. 

In  regard  to  procedure  before  the  Commission  it  is  pro- 
vided that  the  Commission  may  conduct  its  proceedings 
in  such  manner  as  will  best  conduce  to  the  proper  dis- 
patch of  business  and  to  the  ends  of  justice.  The  Commis- 
sion may,  from  time  to  time,  make  or  amend  such  general 
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rules  or  orders  as  may  be  requisite  for  the  order  and  regu- 
lation of  proceedings  before  it,  including  forms  of  notices 
and  the  service  thereof,  which  shall  conform,  as  nearly  as 
may  be,  to  those  in  use  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 
Any  party  may  appear  before  said  Commission  and  be 
heard,  in  person  or  by  attorney,  and  the  Commission  may 
employ  such  attorneys  as  it  finds  necessary  for  proper  legal 
aid  and  service  of  the  Commission  or  its  members  in  the 
conduct  of  their  work  or  for  proper  representation  of  the 
public  interests  in  investigations  made  by  it  or  cases  or 
proceedings  pending  before  it,  whether  at  the  Commission's 
own  instance  or  upon  complaint.  Every  vote  and  official 
act  of  the  Commission  shall  be  entered  of  record,  and  its 
proceedings  shall  be  public  upon  the  request  of  either  party 
interested.  A  majority  of  the  Commission  shall  constitute 
a  quorum  and  either  of  the  members  of  the  Commission 
xW  admiiuster  oaths  and  affinnations  and  sign  subpoenas. 
The  copies  of  schedules  and  classifications  and  tariffs  of 
rates,  fares,  and  charges,  and  of  all  contracts,  agreements, 
and  arrangements  between  common  carriers  filed  with  the 
Commission  as  herein  provided,  and  the  statistics,  tables, 
and  figures  contained  in  the  annual  or  other  reports  of 
carriers  made  to  the  Commission  as  required  imder  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  preserved  as  public  records 
in  the  custody  of  the  secretary  of  the  Commission,  and 
shall  be  received  as  prirrui  facie  evidence  of  what  they 
purport  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  investigations  by  the 
Commission  and  in  all  judicial  proceedings.  In  this  con- 
nection it  should  be  noted,  that  the  ciurent  Rules  of  Prac- 
tice governing  proceedings  before  the  Commission  are 
printed  in  the  Appendix  to  this  voliune. 

Topic  A.    Proceedings  B^ore  the  Commission 

§  1072.  Procedure  in  regular  course. 

The  practice  and  procedure  of  the  Commission  has  from 
the  first  been  made  as  simple  as  possible,  consistent  with 
justice.    It  desires  that  without  dilatory  motions,  pleas  in 
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abatement  or  other  interlocutory  proceedings,  the  matter  in 
question  may  be  brought  to  an  issue  at  the  earliest  practicable 
day  when  a  final  hearing  may  be  had  forthwith,  and  all  proper 
questions  will  then  be  entertained,  whether  jurisdictional  or 
going  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy.  The  Commission  will 
decline  to  take  up  any  motion,  the  object  of  which  is  to  reach 
the  merits  of  the  case  and  have  them  discussed  and  passed 
upon  summarily,  instead  of  at  the  customary  hearing.*^  In 
accordance  with  this  view,  the  Commission  desires  counsel 
to  simplify  the  issues  so  far  as  possible  by  agreeing  upon 
facts  involved.  The  first  chairman.  Judge  Cooley,  wrote 
in  a  letter  in  connection  with  a  petition  of  the  Boards  of 
Trade  Union  of  Minnesota,*®  that  ''the  major  portion  of  the 
facts  are  not  in  dispute  at  all,  and  as  to  all  such  facts  we 
are  compelled  to  insist  that  counsel  shall  stipulate  them 
in  advance.  In  such  a  case  as  this,  the  facts  must  be 
largely  matters  of  public  notoriety,  and  it  would  be  alto- 
gether wrong  to  calculate  upon  taking  up  time  to  prove 
them  by  oral  evidence.  An  agreement  upon  them  should 
be  all  ready  before  we  take  up  the  case.  Of  course  it 
would  not  be  expected  parties  should  agree  upon  the  con- 
sequences flowing  from  the  facts,  but  even  as  to  these  it  is 
not  generally  necessary  to  go  into  proof  as  in  a  suit  at  law, 
for  the  Commission  will  apply  its  own  judgment  where 
all  that  is  requisite  is  an  application  of  ordinary  common 
sense,  and  will  not  require  or  expect  that  evidence  be  ad- 
duced to  show  that  usual  results  have  followed." 

§  1073.  Scope  of  the  proceedings  enlarged. 

It  is  recognized  also  by  the  courts  that,  unless  the  re- 
quirement of  the  Constitution  that  there  shall  be  in  any 
action  of  any  department  of  the  government  due  process 
of  law  is  substantially  denied,  an  administrative  body  is 
not  to  be  held  to  the  rigorous  limitations  of  a  judicial 

^  Aasociated  Wholesale  Grocers  v.         "1  Int.  C!om.  Rep.  446. 
Missouri  Pac.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  C!om.  Rep. 
321,  1 1.  C.  C.  156. 
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tribunal.  The  case  of  Cinciimati,  Hamilton  &  Dayton 
Railroad  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission*^  is  the 
leading  ease  to  the  effect  that  the  Commission  is  not  eon- 
fined  to  taking  action  responsive  to  the  pleadings  with 
which  the  proceedings  were  originally  begun.  It  was  held 
in  that  case  that  the  Commission,  in  making  an  investiga- 
tion on  complaint  of  a  shipper,  has  in  the  public  interest 
the  power,  disembarrassed  by  any  supposed  admissions 
contained  in  the  statement  of  the  complaint,  to  consider 
the  whole  subject  and  the  operation  of  the  new  classifica- 
tion complained  of  m  the  entke  territory.  If  the  Commis- 
sion  finds  a  new  classification  of  rates  engenders  discrim- 
ination it  has  power  on  its  own  motion  to  prohibit  the 
further  enforcement  of  the  same.  The  explanation  of  all 
this,  as  has  been  seen  in  another  connection,  is  that  the 
Commission  has  combined  in  its  constitution  two  func- 
tions; as  administrative  body  it  may  institute  proceedings, 
but  it  passes  upon  the  matters  thus  brought  before  it 
quasi-judicially.^®  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 
within  the  range  of  its  discretion  in  determining  the  rea- 
sonableness of  rates  it  is  entitled  to  select  the  testimony 
which  it  will  rely  upon  according  as  it  addresses  itself  to 
the  discriminating  judgment  of  the  Commission,  as  was 
pointed  out  in  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission.^^ 

§  1074.  Course  of  the  pleadings. 

The  Commission  should  exhaust  its  activities  in  develop- 
ing pertinent  facts  necessary  to  full  investigation  and  hear- 
ing of  complaints.  Even  if  complainant  asks  only  repara- 
tion the  Commission  in  deference  to  rights  of  public  may 
take  up  the  existing  rate.^^  Where  full  hearing  has  been 
had  the  Commission  in  its  discretion  may  if  it  feels  nec- 

«206  U.  S.  142,  27  Sup.  Ct.  048.  "  195  Fed.  541. 

^Quammen    &    Austad    Lumber  ^*Acme  Cement    Plaster  Co.   v. 

Co.v.C,  M.  &St.  P.  Ry.,  19I.C.  C.  Union   Pacific   R.    R.,   Unr^.  Op. 

110.  41. 
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essary  establish  rates  to  points  not  in  the  original  com- 
plaint J'  The  filing  by  defendant  carriers  of  an  application 
for  relief  from  the  operation  of  section  4  does  not  preclude 
a  determination  by  the  Commission  of  a  complaint  imder 
section  37^  However,  the  normal  course  imder  the  ad- 
vance in  rates  suspension  clause  would  be  that,  while  the 
rates  protested  against  might  be  condenmed,  the  rates 
against  which  there  was  no  protest  would  be  allowed  to  go 
into  effect J^  In  regular  course  of  business  the  complaint 
must  be  presented  in  a  verified  petition;  and  the  com- 
plainant will  be  boimd  by  the  form  of  his  complaint.^*  A 
carrier  who  avers  in  defense  substantial  dissimilarity  in  cir- 
cim[istances  and  conditions  as  justification,  is  concluded 
by  its  pleading,  and  must  afiirmatively  show  that  the  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  are  in  fact  substantially  dis- 
similar; but  upon  an  application  for  relief  under  section  4 
the  carrier  is  not  limited  by  such  a  rule  of  evidence,  and 
may  present  to  the  Commission  every  material  reason  for 
an  order  in  its  favor."  The  theory  of  the  Commission  is 
that  a  complaint  is  not  to  be  regarded  strictly  as  an  action 
at  law,  but  rather  as  an  appeal  against  ill^al  action  J^ 

§  1076.  Raising  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 

The  Commission  being  an  administrative  body,  need 
not  first  determine  whether  the  subject-matter  of  a  com- 
plaint is  within  its  jmisdiction  before  it  considers  the 
merits  of  a  controversy;  but  afiirmative  relief  may  not 
be  granted  in  any  case  imless  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  is  definitely  ascertained.  Without  determining  the 
question  of  jurisdiction,  therefore,  it  may  analyze  the  facts 
presented,  and  if  sufficient  to  grant  relief,   dismiss  the 

"  Florida  Fruit  &  Vegetable  Aae'n  »  Re  Southern  Pac.  R.  R.,  1  Int. 

V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  ft.,  17  I.  C.  C.  Com.  Rep.  16,  1  I.  C.  C.  6, 

552.  "Trammell   v.   Clyde  Steamship 

7«  Mayor  &  Council  of  Boston  v.  Co.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  50.  324. 

'*In  re  Advances  on  Fruits  and  "New    Pittsburg    Coal    Co.    v. 

Vegetables,  24  I.  C.  C.  164.  H.  V.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  121. 

[971] 


§  1076  ]  Railroad  Ra-te  Regul.\tion 

complaint.'^  And  where  a  broad  question  is  intended  to 
be  raised^  the  Commission  has  ruled  that  it  should  be  in 
some  comprehensive  proceeding  to  which  the  raUroads 
responsible  for  the  situation  can  be  made  parties.®^  And 
m  general  the  Commission  will  as  a  matter  of  practice 
decline  to  give  a  preliminary  hearing  upon  a  motion  to 
dismiss  for  lack  of  jurisdiction.*^  Jurisdiction  is  a  fimda- 
mental  fact  which  can  be  raised  at  any  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings before  determination  of  the  issues;  and  it  follows 
from  the  character  of  this  defense  that  jurisdiction  cannot 
be  conferred  by  stipulation  of  parties.*^ 


§  1076.  Individual  rate  during  general  inquiry. 

In  accordance  with  these  general  principles,  the  Com- 
mission will  not  think  it  desirable  to  undertake  to  pass 
upon  an  individual  rate  during  general  inquiry.*'  In  such 
a  general  inquiry  the  Commission  may  deal  with  rates 
notwithstanding  all  parties  affected  are  not  in;  but  no 
order  can  be  addressed  to  a  carrier  omitted  as  a  defend- 
ant.*^ At  the  conclusion  of  such  a  general  inquiry  very 
often  only  a  general  readjustment  will  be  outlined  and  the 
particular  complaints  by  which  it  was  occasioned  dis- 
missed without  prejudice.*^  While  the  law  casts  upon  the 
respondents  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  increased 
rates  are  reasonable,  the  parties  at  whose  instance  sus- 
pensions are  ordered  should  present  to  the  Conmiission 
all  facts  which,  in  their  opinion,  tend  to  show  that  the 
increases  should  be  allowed.**  Where  a  broad  question  is 
intended  to  be  raised,  it  should  be  in  some  comprehensive 

''Mattison  v.   Penn.  Co.,  23   I.         >*  Hydraulic   Press   Brick  Co.  v. 

C.  C.  233.  Vandalia  R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  175. 

^  In  re  Advances  in  Class  Rates,         **  Cedar  Hill  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

25  I.  C.  C.  268.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C. 

'^Associated    Wholesale    Grocers  73. 
V.  Mo.  P.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.         "  Oklahoma  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 

321,  1  I.  C.  C.  156.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  147. 

^  La  Salle  B.  C.  R.  R.  v.  C.  &         ^  Commodity  Rates  between  Mis- 

N.  W.  Ry.,  13  I.  C.  C.  610.  souri  River  Points,  28  I.  C.  C.  265. 
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proceeding   to   which   the   raikoads   responsible   for   the 
situation  can  be  made  parties. 

§  1077.  Statement  of  the  wrong. 

It  is  fundamental  that  the  complaint  shall  state  the 
facts  with  such  clearness  that  the  Commission  may  appre* 
hend  the  point  in  issue,  and  defendant  may  be  adequately 
advised  of  the  thing  which  it  is  called  upon  to  answer  and 
defend.*^  Although  no  form  for  drafting  the  complaint  is 
particularly  described,  the  thing  found  fault  with  must 
definitely  appear.^  And  to  make  out  a  case  for  relief 
imder  the  Act,  all  the  circumstances  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tions involved  should  be  presented.^'  Thus  a  mere  allega- 
tion that  the  rates  charged  violate  certain  sections  of  the 
Act,  unaccompanied  by  any  description  of  the  character 
of  the  discrimination,  nor  any  prayer  for  their  correction, 
is  not  sufficient  to  try  the  question  of  discrimination.^ 
A  complainant  should  seasonably  state  his  claim  for 
damages  with  sufficient  definiteness  to  advise  the  Commis- 
sion and  the  carrier  of  the  nature  of  the  claim.®^  But 
whether  a  discrimination  shall  be  removed  is  not  measured 
by  its  amoxmt,  whether  large  or  small,  but  by  whether  it 
is  undue.'^  As  a  matter  of  practice  different  complaints 
all  on  the  same  basis  should  be  combined  in  one  com- 
plaint.^' And,  while  a  general  description  would  be  suffi- 
cient in  a  complaint  involving  rates  to  numerous  destina- 
tions which  have  been  attacked,  such  general  language  would 
be  held  insufficient  in  a  case  where  damages  are  claimed 
on  account  of  some  specific  transactions  in  the  past.'^ 

'^  Augusta  &  Savannah  Steamboat  ^  United   States   Leather  Co.   v. 

Ck).  V.  O.  S.  S.  Co.  of  Savannah,  26  S.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  323. 

I.  C.  C.  380.  "  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 

"Florida  Fruit  &  Vegetable  Ass'n  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  45. 

V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R:,  17  I.  C.  C.  "  Fort   Dodge  Commercial  Qub 

552.  V.  I.  C.  C,  16  I.  C.  C.  572. 

»Quammen    &    Austad    Lumber  **Hayden  &  W.  Lumber  Co.  v. 

Co.  V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  19  L  C.  C.  Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  540. 

110.  "  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  & 

W.  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  45. 
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§  1078.  Saflkiency  of  the  complamt 

While  the  Commission  is  extremely  liberal  in  construing 
pleadings,  the  Act  necessarily  implies  that  carriers  shall 
be  notified  of  the  complaint  which  they  are  required  to 
answer;  and  although  no  particular  form  is  insisted  upon, 
there  must  be  a  statement  of  the  thing  which  is  claimed  to 
be  wrong  sufficiently  plain  to  put  the  carrier  upon  its 
defense.'^  It  is  not  a  matter  of  form,  but  of  substance; 
even  a  letter  setting  forth  sufficiently  the  nature  of  claim 
is  enough  to  take  rank  as  a  complaint.^  And  any  general 
all^ations  in  r^ard  to  a  shipment  showing  the  point  of 
origin  and  destination,  the  consignor  and  consignee  and 
the  commodity  and  the  billing  are  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  filing  of  a  complaint.*^  There  are  no  technicalities  in- 
sisted upon  in  drawing  complaints ; "  it  is  simply  necessary 
to  tell  a  straight-forward  story;  for  the  Commission  never 
looks  to  the  niceties  of  pleading.  The  mere  fact  that  the 
wojcd  *' overcharge"  is  used  instead  of  ''imreasonable  ex- 
action" will  not  be  permitted  to  interfere  with  a  trial  of 
the  substantial  issue  presented.^  As  was  said  in  one  case, 
it  was  sufficient  if  the  complaint  states  enough  to  put  in 
issue  a  charge  of  undue  prejudice.^  But  a  complaint 
against  all  rates  between  two  points  is  not  sufficient; 
there  must  be  specific  attack  upon  specific  rates.  ^  How- 
ever, although  a  complaint  is  apparently  indefinite,  if  it 
can  be  made  definite  at  the  hearing  that  will  be  enough.' 
And  in  one  proceeding  an  inference  was  drawn  that  the 
intention  was  to  attack  rates  in  both  directions,  though 
the  complaint  did  not  so  specify.'     A  complaint  showing 

»» United   States    Leather   Co.    v.  » Clinton   Refining  Co.   v.  C.  & 

S.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  323.  N.  W.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  364. 

**  Gamble-Robinson     Commission  >  Union  Tanning  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 

Co.  V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  25  I.  C.  C.  112. 

114.  » City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  19 

•^  See  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  i:  C.  C.  162. 

W.  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  45.  » Oskoeh  Logging  Tool  Co.  v.  Chi- 

"  Memphis    Freight    Bureau    v.  cago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  109. 

St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  *BeaU  v.  W.  A.  &  M.  V.  Ry., 

67.  20  I.  C.  C.  406. 
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date  and  weight  of  shipment,  with  allegation  of  unreason- 
ableness of  rate  charged  the  complainant,  is  sufficient.^ 
But  a  complaint  against  a  rate  "to  Boston,  New  York 
and  Eastern  points"  will  only  cover  Boston  and  New 
York — "Eastern  points"  is  too  indefinite.® 

§  1079.  Answers  in  defense. 

An  answer  which  sets  up  a  justification  must  clearly 
advise  complainants  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  relied 
on  as  constituting  such  justification.^  Under  the  rules  of 
practice  issued  by  the  Commission,  a  replication  to  an 
answer  is  not  required  or  allowed.*  Matter  which  is  not 
expressly  in  issue  by  the  pleadin6:s  or  necessarily  involved 
in  issues  presented  in  a  strictly  inter  partes  case  instituted 
by  complaint  before  the  Commission  cannot  be  authorita- 
tively determined  by  it.'  But  technical  defenses  have  no 
place  before  the  Commission,  and  will  not  be  permitted 
to  defeat  the  broad  principles  of  the  Act.^®  It  should  be 
noted  that  section  13  requires  that  every  carrier  com- 
plained of  shall  be  supplied  with  a  copy  of  complaint,  and 
given  an  opportunity  to  answer.  ^^  Oftentimes  upon  an 
examination  of  complaints,  the  Commission  will  request 
a  conference  between  carriers  and  shippers  to  see  if  imder 
its  guidance  arrangements  satisfactory  to  all  concerned 
may  not  be  worked  out.^* 

§  1080.  Amendment  to  complaint 

The  Interstate  Conmierce  Commission  is  liberal  in 
allowing  amendments  to  complaints,  but  will  not  allow 

•  Riverside  Mills  v.  G.  R.  R.,  20         *  Commercial  Club  v.  Chicago,  R. 
I.  C.  C.  423.  I.  &  P.  R.  R.,  6  Int.  Com.  Rep. 

•  Kiser  Co.  v.  Central  of  Ga.  Ry.,      647. 

17  I.  C.  C.  430.  »  Flour  Qty  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V. 

^  Raworth  v.  Northern  P.  R.  R.,  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 

3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  867,  6  I.  C.  C.  234.  "  Pels  &  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R., 

•  Oregon  S.  L.  Ry.  v.  Northern  P.  23 1.  C.  C.  483. 

R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  639, 3 1.  C.  C.  ^>  Potato  Shipments  in  Winter,  26 

264.  I.  C.  C.  681. 

[  975  ] 


§  1081  ] 


Railroad  Rate  Regulation 


one  that  would  be  in  effect  making  a  new  case.^*  A  com- 
plaint against  a  railroad  company  stating  that  it  had  been 
previously  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  was  allowed  to  be 
amended  so  as  to  show  existence  of  receivership  which  it 
appeared  on  hearing  was  still  in  existence.  ^^  But  the 
Commission  does  not  favor  a  practice  of  ingrafting  an  ap- 
plication for  through  routes  and  joint  rates  upon  a  claim 
for  reparation."  Where  a  complaint  as  filed  did  not  ask 
reparation,  but  at  the  hearing  a  request  for  leave  to 
amend  in  that  respect  was  noted  in  the  record,  and  there 
being  no  evidence  touching  specific  shipments,  that  fea- 
ture of  case  not  considered  by  the  Clommission  in  dispos- 
ing of  the  case.^*  Improper  complaints  cannot  be  cured 
by  amendment  so  as  to  come  withm  its  scope.  ^^  Thus  if 
not  asked  in  the  complaint  through  rates  cannot  be  asked 
in  an  amendment.  ^^  It  is  not  unheard  of  for  an  amend- 
ment of  a  complaint  to  be  permitted  after  the  hearing.  *• 
But  when  the  two-year  period  has  elapsed,  the  jurisdiction 
of  Commission  cannot  be  restored  by  amendment.^ 

§  1081.  Responsiveness  to  pleadings. 

In  accordance  with  the  general  principles  under  dis- 
cussion, no  order  will  be  made  where  there  is  no  com- 
plaint covering  the  issue."  Thus  where  there  was  no 
complaint  m  regard  to  any  violation  of  the  long  and  short 
haul  clause,  it  was  held  that  this  possibility  cannot  be 


^  Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New 
York,  P.  &  N.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  187,  2  I.  C.  C.  309;  Riddle  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  701, 1.  C.  C.  372. 

**  Reynolds  v.  Western  New  York 
&  P.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  686,  1 
I.  C.  C.  347. 

»  La  Salle  &  B.  County  R.  Co.  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  11  I.  C.  C. 
610. 

"  Atchison  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry., 
22  I.  C.  C.  131. 
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"  Michigan  H.  M.  Aas'n  v.  Trana- 
oontinental  Freight  Bureau,  27  I.  C. 
C.  32. 

"  La  Salle  &  B.  C.  R.  R.  v.  C.  & 
N.  W.  R.  R.,  13  I.  C.  C.  610. 

"People's  Fuel  &  S.  Co.  v.  Gt. 
W.  Ry.,  27  I.  C.  C.  24. 

»  Werner  S.  M.  Co.  v.  111.  C.  Ry., 
17  I.  C.  C.  380. 

"Refuge  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  St. 
L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  27  L  C.  C- 
117. 
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considered  in  a  petition  attacking  the  reasonableness, 
relatively  and  per  se,  of  the  rates  in  question.  ^^  Upon  a 
complaint  alleging  undue  preference,  where  the  new  tariffs 
are  suspended,  the  question  of  the  reasonableness  per  se  of 
the  rates  is  automatically  imported  into  the  case.^^  But 
in  a  complaint  not  attacking  the  reasonableness  of  a  rate 
per  56,  no  conclusion  on  that  point  can  be  reached  by 
Conmiission.^^  And  where  at  a  hearing  for  the  first  time 
a  claim  was  made  that  wool  rates  in  different  parts  of 
New  England  were  not  properly  adjusted,  it  was  held  that 
this  should  have  been  duly  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
Commission  by  a  proper  complaint.  ^^  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Commission  as  an  administrative 
body  to  pass  upon  all  rates  presented  in  a  complaint.^ 
And  conversely  where  specific  rates  are  attacked  the  Com- 
mission generally  speaking  will  confine  the  inquiry  to 
them.^^  While  stations  named  in  complaint  may  furnish 
a  guide  to  the  proper  adjustment  of  the  remaining  sta- 
tions, the  Commission  must  necessarily  confine  itself  to 
the  pleadings,  and  make  no  finding  concerning  rates  to 
the  remaining  stations.^  As  has  already  been  pointed 
out,  unless  reasonableness  of  rates  is  raised  by  the  com- 
plaint, no  finding  thereon  will  be  made.^^  In  view  of  the 
policy  of  the  Act,  reasonableness  and  reparation  should 
be  combined  in  one  complaint.'®  If  a  reduction  of  rates  is 
asked  and  favorably  acted  upon  by  the  Commission,  the 
complainant  cannot  later  file  a  complaint  in  another  case, 
asking  for  reparation  for  past  exactions.'^  Where  the 
statements  as  filed  showed  overcharges,  but  bills  of  lad- 

"  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Au-  *'  Sanford  v.  Western  Express  Co., 

gusta  V.   S.   Ry.,  22  I.   C.  C.   R.  16  I.  C.  C.  32. 

233.  "  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C,  R. 

"  Douglas  &  Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  680. 

Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  97.  »  Davies  v.  Louisville  &  W.  R.  R., 

"  Holland    Blow    Stave    Co.    v.  18  I.  C.  C.  540. 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  81.  »  Debay  Salt  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

»  Massachusetts-M a i n e    Wool  181.  C.  C.  247. 

Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  396.  "  West  Texas  Fuel  Co.  v.  Texas 

»  Eastern  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243.  &  P.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  491. 
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ing  produced  in  evidence  covering  shipments  showed  no 
overcharge,  there  is  no  basis  for  an  order  by  the  Commis- 
sion presented  by  the  pleadings.**  The  fact  that  the  issue 
raised  by  the  petition  is  not  as  broad  as  it  might  have 
been  if  other  carriers  had  been  made  parties,  can  furnish 
no  warrant  for  a  refusal  to  pass  upon  matters  clearly 
embraced  within  it.*'  But  with  only  one  carrier  as  party 
defendant,  issue  cannot  be  broadened  to  embrace  matters 
which  were  brought  into  existence  by  other  carriers,  and 
for  which  defendant  alone  is  in  no  sense  responsible.** 

§  1082.  Application  for  relief. 

A  general  or  blanket  application  for  relief  from  sec- 
tion 4  will  be  held  sufficient  by  the  Commission^  there 
being  nothing  in  the  clause  prescribing  the  form,  contents, 
or  breadth  of  the  application  to  be  filed  thereunder.** 
But  the  filing  by  a  carrier  of  an  application  for  relief 
from  section  4  does  not  preclude  a  determination  of  a 
complaint  imder  section  3  involving  the  same  general 
territory.**  A  holding  by  the  Commission  that  rates  in 
general  are  reasonable,  does  not  preclude  complaint  of 
the  consideration  of  particular  rates.*^  A  complainant 
should  not  attack  one  rate  with  idea  of  later  complaining 
thereafter  if  successful  that  through  rates  are  greater  than 
sum  of  locals.**  But  a  fourth  section  application  will  be 
considered  with  complaint  attacking  rates  covered  by 
application.**  If  only  reparation  is  asked  there  will  be 
no  action  directed  against  the  maintenance  of  the  present 
rate.^  Awards  of  reparation  by  the  Commission  are 
based  upon  violations  of  the  Act  in  the  past,  not  for  pres- 

"Esson  Granite  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,         "^  Ferguson  Saw  Mill  CJo.  v.  St. 

26  I.  C.  C.  449.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.,  18  I.  C.  C.  391. 

*•  Chattanooga  Feed  Co.  v.  A.  G.         "  National    Petroleum    AsB'n    v. 

S.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  480.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C. 

"  Ibid.  284. 

**  Southern  Furniture  Mfrs.  Ass'n         *^  Board  of  Trade  of  Morristown 

V.  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  379.  v.  A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  24  I,  C.  C.  372. 

••  Mayor  &  Council  of  Boston  v.  *°  Gamble   Robinson   Co.   v.   Na 

A.  C.  L.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  50.  Pac.  Ry.,  14  I.  C.  C.  523. 
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ent  violations  thereof/^  And  the  Commission  will  gen- 
erally dismiss  a  complaint  where  the  carrier  has  volim- 
tarily  done  all  that  the  Commission  would  order  it  to  do.*^ 

§  1083.  Informal  complaint 

An  informal  complaint  showing  date  and  weight  of 
shipment,  with  allegation  of  mireasonableness  of  rate 
collected,  is  suflScient.*'  And  for  this  purpose  an  informal 
letter  containing  all  the  elements  of  a  claim  is  enough.^'* 
Commission  holds  that  as  it  is  an  administrative  body,  it 
is  not  limited  strictly  by  rules  generally  prevailing  in  the 
courts  as  to  pleadings.^®  Thus  any  memorandum  filed, 
setting  forth  the  nature  of  the  claim  and  expense  bills, 
showing  shipments  and  amount  paid,  is  sufficient.^ 
Neither  the  Act  nor  the  rules  of  the  Commission  prescribe 
what  act  or  acts  shall  constitute  filing  of  claun  for  repara- 
tion.'*^ The  initiation  of  informal  proceedings  puts  the 
matters  in  the  hands  of  the  Commission. ^^  For  example, 
after  the  institution  of  informal  proceedings  the  matter 
cannot  be  adjusted  merely  by  stipulation  of  the  parties. *• 
Protest  at  the  time  is  not  necessary  for  the  maintenance 
of  a  proceeding  for  subsequent  reparation,  as  the  Com- 
mission has  power  to  make  things  right  for  past  exactions 
as  an  ancillary  power  to  its  general  jurisdiction  to  revise 
rates." 


§  1084.  Complainant  not  coming  with  clean  hands. 

The  defendant  has  sometimes  objected  to  the  main- 


^^St.  LouiB  Blast  Furnace  Co.  v. 
V.  Ry.,  24  I.  C.  C.  360. 

«*  Alan  Wood  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v. 
P.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  27. 

« Riverside  Mills  v.  G.  R.  R., 
20  I.  C.  C.  423. 

^  Fiske  &  Sons  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R., 
19  I.  C.  C.  299. 

^  NoUenberger  v.  Missouri  Pacific 
Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  595. 

^  Gamble-Robinson     Commission 


Co.  V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
114. 

*'  Marian  Coal  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 
R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  441. 

^Ocheltree  Grain  Co.  v.  Chicago 
R.  R.  &  P.,  13  I.  C.  C.  238. 

« Swift  &  Co.  V.  Chicago  &  A. 
R.  R.,  16  I.  C.  C.  426. 

^  National  Refining  Co.  v.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  18  I.  C.  C. 
389. 
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tenance  of  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that  the  complain- 
ant did  not  come  before  the  Commission  with  clean  hands. 
Thus  in  one  case  before  the  courts  of  law,^^  there  was 
involved  an  order  of  the  Commission  forbidding  the  en- 
forcement by  defendants  therein  of  a  rule  whereby  they 
reserved  to  themselves,  as  mitial  carriers,  the  right  of 
routing  citrus  traffic  beyond  their  own  lines  and  denied 
this  privilege  to  shippers.  The  defendants  contended 
that,  even  if  the  rule  was  unlawful,  the  complainants 
(shippers)  were  not  entitled  to  relief,  because  they  had 
used  the  privilege  of  routing  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
rebates  and  desired  to  retain  it  for  that  purpose.  In 
overruling  this  contention  the  court  said:  ''With  reference 
to  defendants'  contention,  that  the  complainants  before 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  were  there  with 
unclean  hands,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say,  that,  in  this 
court,  the  Commission  represents  the  public  at  large  and 
therefore  no  participation  by  said  complainants  in  the 
unlawful  practice  of  rebates  could  bar  relief."*^  The  public 
interested  includes  consignees,  consumers  and  others,  as 
well  as  shippers  and  producers  or  manufacturers.^^  A 
fortiori  the  fact  that  others  associated  with  the  complain- 
ants are  acting  illegally  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
complaint.  Thus  the  fact  that  the  members  of  a  corpora- 
tion organized  to  promote  the  marketing  of  livestock  at 
a  given  city  are  violating  the  anti-trust  law  will  not  pre- 
vent the  corporation  from  maintaining  a  proceeding  to 
correct  an  unreasonable  freight  rate  on  livestock  shipped 
to  such  city.^^  So  the  fact  that  a  certain  association 
constitutes  an  illegal  monopoly  will  not  affect  the  right 
of  certain  members  of  the  association,  constituting  but  a 
portion  of  its  membership,  to  complain." 

*'  Interstate  C!oinmerce  Commb-         ^  Chicago  Livestock  Exch.  v.  Ch. 

sion  V.   Southern   Pacific  Ck>.,    132  Gt.  W.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  428. 
Fed.  829.  »<  Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  v.  F.  W. 

"  Compare  Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  &  D.  C.  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  R^. 

Co.  V.  Penna.  R.  R.,  181  Fed.  403,  513. 
discussed  in  the  next  section.  **  Tift  v.  So.  Ry.,  10 1.  C.  C.  548. 
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§  1086.  Scope  of  the  doctrine. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  illegality  of  the  demand  of  the 
complainant  may  be  so  directly  involved  in  the  recovery 
he  asks  as  to  bar  him.  Thus  no  reparation  will  be  ordered 
for  ceasing  to  give  unpublished  privileges.**  And  for  a 
complainant  to  have  a  standing  to  demand  reparation  the 
lawful  charges  must  have  been  paid  by  him,*^  There  are 
cases  which  unquestionably  compel  a  peremptory  dis- 
missal, although  the  Commission  does  not  inquire  into 
equities  not  connected  with  the  issue  before  it.*®  And 
if  the  complainant  has  fraudulently  acted  in  other  trans- 
actions, the  complaint  will  be  dismissed.*®  Of  course,  a 
demand  should  be  denied,  when  to  grant  it  would  result 
in  discrimination  against  the  complainant's  competitors.^ 
If  it  be  shown  that  a  rival  is  getting  rebates,*^  suit  may 
be  brought  although  the  complainant  was  cognizant 
thereof.  But  where  a  shipper  has  himself  enjoyed  an  im- 
lawful  rate,  he  cannot  recover  for  imjust  discrimination 
against  a  carrier  for  giving  a  competitor  on  like  shipment 
a  lower  rate.*- 

Tojyic  B,    Parties  to  the  Proceedings 

§  1086.  Person  interested  as  complainant 

Only  a  person  interested  in  his  own  right  can  file  a  com- 
plaint. Thus  a  coal  operator  not  being  damaged  by  the 
failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  establish  a  rate  upon  a 
class  of  coal  not  produced  at  his  mine,  cannot  complain 
of  such  a  rate.«^  The  person  aggrieved  should  complain 
in  his  own  name;  a  complaint  by  a  ticket  broker  having 

^  National  Lumber  Co.  v.  S.  P.  ^  Minneapolis  Threshing  Machine 

L.  A.  &  St.  R.  R.,  15  I.  C.  C.  434.  Co.  v.  St.  P.,  M.  &  O.  Ry.,  17 1.  C.  C. 

"  Peale,  P.  &  R.  v.  Central  R.  R.  189. 

of  N.  J.,  18  I.  C.  C.  25.  "  Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 

"  Lum  V.  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  181  Fed.  403. 

558.  "  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  International 

"  Sligo  Iron  Store  Co.  v.  Atchison,  Coal  Mining  Co.,  173  Fed.  1. 

T.   &   S.   F.   R.   R.,   17  I.   C.   C.  •»  McGrew  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  R., 

139.  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  630. 
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no  interest  in  the  transaction  will  not  be  entertained.** 
But  as  interest  of  the  petitioner,  by  the  provision  of  the 
Act,  need  not  be  direct,  cases  cannot  be  dismissed  because 
complainant  shows  no  damage.*^  Therefore,  the  defend- 
ants are  not  entitled  to  a  dismissal  of  a  complaint  of 
unlawful  rates,  on  the  ground  that  the  petitioners,  being 
merely  conMnission  merchants,  can  sustain  no  direct  or 
material  damage  under  the  rates  in  question."  If  a  com- 
plainant dies  after  his  complaint  is  filed,  his  representa- 
tives may  be  substituted  as  complainants.*^  And  a  com- 
plaint may  be  brought  by  successor  to  corporation  which 
was  the  original  shipper.*^  Whether  an  assignee  can  main- 
tain proceedings  in  his  own  name  to  recover  reparation 
was  formerly  not  clear .••  But  more  recently  an  assignee 
has  been  allowed  to  recover  damages.^^ 


§  1087.  Requisites  in  this  regard. 

The  fact  that  the  complainant  has  not  made  a  ship- 
ment and  possibly  may  not  be  able  to  make  a  shipment 
for  two  years,  is  no  ground  for  dismissing  a  complaint."* 
That  a  complaining  steamship  corporation  has  no  vessels, 
and  that  its  stock  is  not  paid  in,  is  no  objection  to  its 
rights  to  obtain  from  the  Commission  a  ruling  as  to 
whether  such  company  will  be  made  a  party  to  through 
routes  when  it  is  able  to  transport.^^  The  Commission  is 
not  deprived  of  jurisdiction  to  consider  the  merits  of  the 
controversy,  merely  because  delegation  to  the  oflScers 
presenting  the  complaint  of  the  right  to  do  so  in  the  name 


"Otlinger  v.  So.  Pac.  R.  R.,  1 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  604. 

*' Indianapolis  Freight  Bureau  v. 
Pa.,  16  I.  C.  C.  567. 

^  James  v.  Canadian  P.  R.  R., 
4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  274,  5  I.  C.  C.  612; 
Milk  Producers'  Protective  Ass'n  v. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  92;  Central  Y.  P.  Ass'n  v.  Vicks- 
burg,  S.  &  P.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
193. 
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n  Bulah  Coal  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  52. 

**  Wood-Mosaic  Flooring  &  Lumber 
Co.  V.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  22  I.  C.  C.  458. 

•*  O'Brien  Commercial  Co.  v.  C.  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  1080. 

™  Jubitz  V.  S.  P.  Co.,  27  I.  C.  C.  44. 

"  Lum  V.  G.  N.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C. 
588. 

"  Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R. 
R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  179. 
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of  the  United  States  is  not  aflSnnatively  shown/'  And 
clearly  relief  cannot  be  denied  merely  because  of  the  sug- 
gestion advanced  that  other  persons  or  places  might  be  in- 
duced to  seek  like  relief.^^  Regardless  of  the  standing  of 
the  original  complainant,  if  subsequently  letters  are  re- 
ceived from  shippers  asking  to  be  made  co-complainants, 
before  submission  of  the  case,  it  has  been  held  that  under 
all  the  circumstances  proper  parties  were  before  Commis- 
sion/^ In  a  recent  proceeding  a  complaint  against  Rule  15 
of  Official  Classification,  as  to  a  matter  strictly  inter 
partes,  was  dismissed  because  the  issues  presented  were 
too  broad  and  important  to  interests  not  parties/*  No 
other  manufacturers  having  joined  in  the  complaint,  or 
made  independent  complaint,  it  is  nevertheless  possible 
that  they  may  be  materially  affected  by  a  disturbance  of 
adjustment  that  has  continued  for  so  many  years.^  The 
party  at  whose  instance  a  proceedmg  is  brought  should  be 
represented  by  some  one  able  to  give  full  and  specific 
information  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  its  business 
and  specific  commodity  it  handles/* 

§  1088.  Complaint  by  an  association. 

A  corporation  whose  object  is  to  promote  the  market- 
ing of  livestock  at  Chicago  in  the  interest  of  its  mem- 
bers may,  under  section  13,  maintain  a  proceeding  to  cor- 
rect an  unreasonable  freight  rate  on  livestock  shipped  to 
Chicago,  as  its  members,  for  whose  general  benefit  and 
protection  it  was  formed,  have  a  vital  interest  in  such  a 
proceeding/^    So  a  Milk  Producers'  Association,  whether 

"  United  States  v.  U.  P.  R.  R.,  28  "  National   Syrup   Co.   v.   C.   k 

I.  C.  C.  518.  N.  W.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  673. 

^*  Caaaflsa  v.  P.  R.  R.,  24  I.  C.  C.  "^  R.  R.  Com.  of  Montana  v.  N.  P. 

629.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  407. 

''  Cincinnati  &.  Columbus  Traction  ^  Cattle   Raisers'   Ass'n   v.   Fort 

Co.  V.  B.  ft  O.  S.  W.  R.  R.,  20  Worth  A  D.  C.  R.  R.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep. 

I.  C.  C.  486.  513;  Chicago  Livestock  Exchange  v. 

wKleibacker  v.  L.  &  N.  R.  R.,  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C. 

22  I.  C.  C.  420.  Rep.  428. 
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representing  its  own  members,  or  specially  authorized  to 
represent  other  shippers,  or  assmning  in  addition  to  rep- 
resent shippers  engaged  in  the  same  industry  on  some  of 
the  defendant  lines,  was  entitled  to  brmg  and  maintain 
this  proceeding,  affecting  rates  on  milk  supplied  for  a 
common  market,  against  all  the  defendants  engaged  in 
carrying  for  that  market.^  And  while  an  association  of 
shippers  has  no  direct  mterest  m  the  determination  of  the 
question  as  to  whether  divisions  or  allowances  from  pub- 
lished tariff  rates,  made  by  defendants  to  tap  lines  owned 
or  controlled  by  other  shippers,  constitute  departures  from 
the  published  rates,  it  has  such  an  indirect  interest  as 
entitles  it,  imder  the  Act,  to  maintain  a  proceeding  to 
have  such  division  declared  unlawful.*^  When  such  a 
petition  is  filed,  it  is  considered  the  beginning  of  the  ac- 
tion in  all  its  subsequent  stages;  consequently  the  suit 
of  the  members  of  a  cattle  raisers'  association  for  the  re- 
covery of  damages  should  be  treated  as  having  been  be- 
gun by  the  filing  on  their  behalf  of  the  original  petition 
by  the  association  itself,  although  they  subsequently  in- 
tervened.^^ A  freight  bureau,  a  concern  which  admits 
members  upon  written  contract  to  perform  certain  serv- 
ices in  return  for  an  annual  fee,  is  an  association  compe- 
tent to  bring  a  complaint  before  the  Commission  under  the 
Act  to  Regulate  Commerce;  the  fact  that  it  may  not  be 
able  to  answer  in  costs  in  case  such  should  be  awarded 
against  it  on  an  appeal  from  the  Commission  to  the  courts 
does  not  take  away  its  right  to  bring  complaint  under  the 
Act.*'  A  voluntary  improvement  association  consisting 
of  business  men  of  Council  Bluffs,  is  a  competent  party 
complainant  to  assail  as  unreasonable  and  discriminatory 
passenger  fares  applicable  to  the  territory  from  which  it 

^  Milk  Producers'  Protective  Afls'n  **  Cattle  RaiBers'  Afls'n  v.  Chicago, 

V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 

C.  Rep.  92.  83. 

■* Central   Yellow   Pine   Aas'n  v.  "Forest  City  Freight  Bureau  v. 

Vicksburg,  S.  &  P.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Ann  Arbor  R.,  11  I.  C.  C.  109. 
Rep.  193. 
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draws  its  membership.^^  An  unincorporated  association 
has  a  sufficient  legal  status  to  be  entitled  to  demand  serv- 
ice of  an  express  company,  and  under  section  13  of  the 
Act  to  file  a  complaint  for  the  latter's  failure  to  furnish 
the  same.®^ 

§  1089.  Board  of  Trade. 

A  valid  complaint  may  be  made  before  the  Commission, 
by  trade  organizations,  without  disclosing  or  containing 
charges  of  specific  acts  of  discrimination  or  undue  prefer- 
ence, resulting  in  loss  or  damage  to  the  individuals  of 
which  their  membership  is  composed;  but  this  is  not  to  be 
understood  as  implying  that  it  would  be  competent  for 
the  Commission,  without  a  complaint  made  before  it,  and 
without  a  hearing,  to  subject  common  carriers  to  penal- 
ties.^ The  Act  authorizes  boards  of  trade  of  cities  and 
associations  of  like  character  to  apply  to  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  for  relief;  and  such  corporations 
and  members  representing  such  associations  may  likewise 
apply  to  the  court  for  relief  from  injuries  unlawfully  in- 
fficted  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.*^  Thus 
the  leading  commercial  organizations  of  a  city,  are  com- 
petent parties  to  intervene  by  petition  to  the  Commerce 
Court  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  an  order  entered  by 
the  Commission  requiring  carriers  from  granting  to  that 
city  reshipping  privileges  so  long  as  they  deny  that  priv- 
ilege to  other  cities  named.^'  A  commercial  association 
is  a  proper  party  to  maintain  a  petition  for  relief  from  the 
exaction  of  an  illegal  or  unreasonable  charge  or  for  any  vio- 
lation of  the  law's  requirements.^  If  that  is  essential,  a 
complaint  filed  by  an  association  in  behalf  of  certain  of 

^  West  End   Improvement  Club  197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666. 

V.  O.  &  C.  B.  Ry.  Bridge  Co.,  17  «  Peavey  &  Co.  v.  Union  Pacific 

I.  C.  C.  239.  R.  R.,  176  Fed.  409. 

•*  CaUfomia     Commercial     Ass'n  "  Nashville  Grain  Exch.  v.  United 

V.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  14  I.  C.  C.  422.  States,  191  Fed.  37. 

"Texas  &   P.   Ry.   v.  Interstate  '•California  Commercial  Ass'n  v. 

Commerce  Commission,   162  U.  S.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  16  I.  C.  C.  458. 
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its  members  specifically  named,  and  other  individuals  who 
are  named  is  held  to  be  a  petition  by  firms  and  individuals 
whose  names  are  given.^  And  a  finding  thereon  that 
members  of  the  complainant's  association  are  entitled  to 
damages  does  not  include  members  other  than  those  men- 
tioned in  complaint.*' 

§  1090.  State  Railroad  CommissioiL 

It  is  provided  in  the  Act  specifically  that  the  Commis- 
sion shall  in  like  manner  as  upon  a  complaint  filed  by 
others  investigate  any  complainant  forwarded  by  a  railroad 
commission  or  other  body  with  similar  powers  of  any 
State  or  Territory ;  and  in  the  modem  legislation  by  which 
State  bodies  of  this  character  are  constituted,  it  is  usual 
to  provide  that  such  bodies  shall  have  authority  so  far  as 
may  be  deemed  advisable  to  bring  matters  to  the  federal 
Commission  for  decision  which  are  beyond  their  own  juris- 
diction. The  repeal  of  the  law  creating  the  railroad  com- 
mission of  Florida  does  not  operate  as  a  withdrawal  or 
dismissal  of  a  complaint  brought  in  its  name  before  the 
Commission  for  the  real  parties  in  interest.*^  A  complaint 
may  be  brought  by  a  state  commission  on  behalf  of  a  citi- 
zen.*' But  a  State  railroad  commission  is  not  entitled  to 
damages.*^ 

§  1091.  Intervening  parties. 

All  persons  whether  shippers  or  carriers  having  an  in- 
terest in  a  question  pending  before  the  Commission  may 
appear  when  the  case  is  submitted  without  being  made 
formal  parties.*^    It  may  often  turn  out  that  the  parties 

^  Michigan  Hardwood  Mfrs.  Afls'n  **  R.   R.   Com'rs  of   Montana  v. 

y.  TranBcontinental  Freight  Bureau,  N.  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  482. 

27  I.  C.  C.  32.  M  R.  R.  Com.  of  Oregon  v.  S.  P. 

•^  Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v.  Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  273. 

A.  &  S.  R.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  302.  •»  Hurlburt  v.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  S. 

•s  Raiboad  Commission  of  Florida  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  81, 2 1.  C.  C. 

V.  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  122. 
Com.  Rep.  688,  5  I.  C.  C.  136. 
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who  later  intervene  are  the  real  parties  in  interest.^*  It  is, 
of  course,  fundamental  that  no  intervention  will  be  allowed 
which  is  not  germane  to  the  complaint.^^  And,  conse- 
quently, interveners  will  be  denied  reparation  where  rep- 
aration was  not  asked  in  the  original  complaint.^  A 
cross-complaint  might  perhaps  be  the  solution  of  some  of 
these  difficulties.^  And  reparation  may  be  granted  where 
petitions  for  intervention  are  allowed.^  On  the  other 
hand,  mterveners  wiU  sometmxes  be  heard  to  insist  that 
to  make  the  order  prayed  for  would  make  a  discrimma- 
tion  against  them.^  The  Commission  has  been  known  to 
order  as  a  result  of  intervention  that  carriers  shall  submit 
some  plan  by  which  the  undue  discrimination  against  in- 
tervening communities  may  be  removed.^  Interveners  in 
many  cases  will  be  held  entitled  to  affirmative  relief,  not- 
withstanding the  objections  of  defendants/  The  Commis- 
sion has  had  occasion  to  remark  that  the^  very  publicity 
of  its  proceedings  invites  intervention/ 

§  1092.  Proper  parties  defendant 

It  is  fundamental  with  the  Commission  that  where 
proper  parties  not  made  defendants,  damages  will  be  de- 
nied/ The  authority  of  the  Commission  to  issue  orders 
in  a  proceeding  is  limited  to  those  defendants  that  are 
then  before  it/  Where  a  through  rate  is  in  question,  all 
the  carriers  participating  in  the  rate  are  proper  parties, 
and  should  be  joined  as  defendants/    Each  carrier  that 

^  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  *  Commercial  Club  of  Duluth  v. 

W.  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  45;  modified,  B.  &  O.  R.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  639. 

596.  *  Evens  &  Howland  Fire  Brick  Co. 

w  Jennieon  Co.  v.  Gt.   Northern  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C. 

Ry.,  18  I.  C.  C.  247.  141. 

»  R.  R.  Com.  of  Oregon  v.  S.  P.  *  Bennett  v.  M.,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M. 

Co.,  24  I.  C.  C.  273.  Ry.,  16  I.  C.  C.  301. 

"Traffic  Bureau  of  Nashville  v.  'Rock   Spring   Distilling   Co.    v. 

L.  A  N.  R.  R.,  28 1.  C.  C.  533.  I.  C.  R.,  27  I.  C.  C.  54. 

» Davis  Sewing   Machine  Co.   v.  ^  Pels  A  Co.  v.  P.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C. 

P.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  282.  164. 

*  Baer   Bros.    Mercantile   Co.    v.  •  Warren-Ehret  Co.  v.  Central  R. 

M.  P.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  226.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.   Rep.  598;  Cattle 
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participates  in  joint  rates  both  to  a  point  discriminated 
against  and  to  a  point  preferred  is  responsible  for  the  dis- 
crimination, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  its  rails  do  not 
extend  to  the  latter  point.*  But  a  railroad  does  not  dis- 
criminate against  a  locality  it  does  not  reach,  and  in 
whose  carrying  trade  it  does  not  participate."  The  carrier 
over  whose  line  the  shipment  moved  not  being  a  party, 
damages  will  be  denied.'^  But  a  carrier  which  partici- 
pated in  the  movements  although  it  had  not  been  made  a 
party  will,  of  course,  be  given  permission  to  participate 
in  the  payment  of  damages.'^  Where  a  i)oint  not  on 
the  defendant's  line  is  involved,  the  complaint  unless 
amended  must  be  dismissed.''  And  no  order  can  be  en- 
tered as  to  rates  on  coal  from  a  point  on  the  line  of  a  rail- 
road company  not  made  a  party  defendant.**  Upon  com- 
plaint attacking  a  separately  established  part  of  a  through 
charge  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  parties  any  lines  where 
the  rate  is  not  attacked.'^ 

§  1093.  Necessary  parties  defendant 

All  carriers  whose  appearance  is  necessary  to  settle  the 
controversy  must  of  course  be  present."  And  no  carrier 
can  be  affected  by  the  order  of  the  Commission  imless  he 
was  a  party  to  the  proceeding.*^    The  reason  for  securing 


Raiflera'  Aas'n  v.  Chicago,  B.  A 
Q.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  83;  Texas 
&  P.  R.  R.  V.  Interstate  Commerce 
Com.,  162  U.  S.  197,  40  L.  ed.  940, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  666,  5  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
405. 

*Mfr8.  &  Merchants'  Ass'n  v. 
A.  &  A.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  116;  Gal- 
veston Commercial  Ass'n  v.  A.,  T.  & 
8.  F.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C.  216. 

"  Ch.  of  C.  of  Ashbum  v.  G.  S.  & 
F.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C.  140. 

"  Winterbotham  &  Sons  v.  M.  P. 
Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  266. 

"  Jones  Bros.  Co.  v.  M.  A  W.  R.  R., 
21  I.  C.  C.  577;  Larson  Lumber  Co. 
V.  G.  N.  Ry.  Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  474; 
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Webster  Grocer  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 
Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  21. 

'*  Thompson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Illi- 
nois Central  R.  R.,  14  I.  C.  C.  566. 

^*  A.  H.  Scho waiter  &  Company 
V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  11 1.  C. 
C.  222. 

"Vulcan  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  A., 
T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  477. 

"  Riddle  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R. 
R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  773,  1  I.  C.  C. 
490;  Michigan  Congress  Water  Co.  v. 
Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  428,  2  I.  C.  C.  594. 

"  Poughkeepsie  Iron  Co.  v.  New 
York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  248, 4 1.  C.  C.  195. 
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the  appearance  of  all  interested  carriers  is  clear.  The  rea- 
sonableness of  rates  cannot  be  fairly  determined  in  a  pro- 
ceeding to  which  some  of  the  parties  responsible  for  such 
rates  are  not  parties.'^  When  complainants  desire  to  test 
the  justice  or  legality  of  the  through  rates,  the  necessity 
of  bringing  in  the  parties  who  make  the  rates,  not  for 
a  part  of  the  distance  merely  but  for  the  whole  distance, 
is  obvious;  they  must  be  brought  in,  first,  because  they 
have  a  right  to  be  heard,  and  second,  because  an  order 
made  and  purporting  to  control  then-  action  when  they 
were  not  parties  would  be  improper  on  its  face,  and  in  a 
legal  sense  ineffectual.^^  But  where  an  objection  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  parties  defendant  was  raised  for  the  first 
time  at  final  argument,  it  was  held  that  where  the  neces- 
sary parties  were  omitted  in  the  original  petition,  and 
leave  was  granted  to  bring  them  in  by  amendment  and 
such  carriers  understood  that  they  had  been  made  parties 
and  filed  answers  and  the  case  proceeded  as  though  they 
were  parties,  the  Commission  would  regard  the  carriers  as 
properly  before  it;  but  if  not,  then  the  necessary  amend- 
ment should  be  treated  as  filed  nunc  pro  tunc.^  Carriers 
which  participate  in  a  transportation  are  necessary  parties 
to  any  proceeding  involving  rates  over  their  lines.^*  The 
result  would  normally  be  a  dismissal  without  prejudice  on 
account  of  nonjoinder  of  certain  carriers.^*  In  extraor- 
dinary cases  the  Commission  of  its  own  motion  will  bring 
in  additional  defendants,  if  they  are  unwilling  to  act  upon 
conclusions  reached.  ^^     But  generally  speaking  the  rates 


"New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch.  v. 
Cincinnati,  N.  O.  A  T.  P.  R.  R.,  2 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  289,  2  I.  C.  C.  375; 
Michigan  Congress  Water  Co.  v. 
Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  428, 2  I.  C.  C.  594;  Kentucky  A 
I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville  A  N.  R. 
R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  102,  2  I.  C.  C. 
162. 

»  Alien  V.  Louisville  N.  A.  &  C.  R. 


R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  621,  1  I.  C.  C. 
199. 

'^^  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  & 
W.  R.  R.,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  45. 

"  Grenada  Oil  MUl  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 
24 1.  C.  C.  318. 

"Barr  Chemical  Works  v.  P.  & 
R.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  77. 

**  Harbor  City  Wholesale  Co.  of 
San  Pedro  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
323. 
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of  a  carrier  not  made  a  party  defendant  will  be  held  not 
to  be  in  issue.  ^^ 

§  1094.  Who  are  parties  in  interest. 

Any  carrier  subject  to  the  Act  is  liable  to  the  person 
injured  for  whatever  damages  accrue  by  reason  of  the 
doing  of  any  act  prohibited  or  declared  to  be  unreason- 
able by  the  statute.  ^^  A  shipper  has  standing  before 
Commission  though  at  the  time  he  has  no  interest  in  the 
traffic  named,  since  the  Act  distinctly  provides  that  no  pro- 
ceeding shall  be  dismissed  by  reason  of  failure  of  the  com- 
plainant to  show  damage  to  him.^*  A  caretaker  of  chickens, 
negligently  permitted  by  carrier  to  start  on  journey  free 
of  charge,  has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  reparation.^ 
Generally  speaking  a  party  not  originally  complaining  is 
not  entitled  to  damage.^  If  complainant  could  have  got  a 
lower  rate  elsewhere  he  is  entitled  to  reparation.^  But 
where  complainants,  as  shippers  of  liunber,  enjoy  in  com- 
mon with  all  other  shippers  a  lower  rate  to  a  more  dis- 
tant point,  and  no  special  damage  to  them  nor  to  the  in- 
termediate point  is  shown,  no  violation  of  section  3  is 
established.*^ 

§  1096.  Defendants  must  have  an  interest. 

Only  persons  having  some  legal  interest  in  the  contro- 
versy can  be  joined  as  parties  defendant.  For  this  reason 
the  receiver  of  a  railroad  company  is  not,  after  his  dis- 
charge, either  a  proper  or  necessary  party  defendant  to 
an  action  for  a  rebate  of  freight  under  a  contract  made  by 
him.'^    The  fact  of  a  receivership  for  a  defendant  carrier 

"  Memphis  Freight  Bureau  v.  St.  "  Byrnes  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  R., 

L.  S.  W.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  33.  23  I.  C.  C.  251. 

»  National  Wool  Growers'  Aas'n  »  William  v.  Can.  No.  2, 17 1.  C.  C. 

V.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  675.  304. 

"  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  West-  ^  Appalachia  Lumber  Co.  v.  L.  & 

em  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  R.  307.  R.  R.  R.,  25 1.  C.  C.  193. 

»  Ream  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  "  Bayles  v.  Kansas  Pacific  R.  R., 

107.  13  Colo.  181,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  643. 
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subsequent  to  complaint  should  not  interfere  with  the 
progress  of  a  proceeding  brought  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  railway  regulation.^^  And  where  a  leased  road  is  made 
the  party  defendant,  the  operating  road  should  be  added 
as  a  party.''  A  group  of  carriers  cannot  cast  the  responsi- 
biUty  of  maintammg  the  burden  of  establishing  the  reason- 
ableness of  certain  advances  upon  a  single  carrier,  and 
claim  the  benefit  of  whatever  the  case  made  by  that 
carrier  may  establish.'^  In  a  recent  proceeding  the  Com- 
mission said  that  insufficient  carriers  had  been  named  for 
it  to  undertake  to  settle  so  broad  a  question  as  that  of  the 
differential  relation  of  Omaha  and  Kansas  City.'^  A 
complaint  failing  to  name  certain  carriers  is  barred  as  to 
those  carriers.  *•  There  is  no  judicial  estoppel  which  can 
be  set  up  later  if  the  parties  subsequently  involved  are 
different.'^ 


§  1096.  One  of  several  joint  parties. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  all  carriers  should  be  joined  as 
defendants  who  would  be  proper  parties  to  the  proceedings. 
Thus  where  a  complaint  is  made  of  rates  fixed  by  an  as- 
sociation of  carriers,  it  is  not  necessary  to  join  all  the 
carriers  m  the  association; «  the  one  carrier  against  which 
the  particular  complaint  is  directed  may  be  the  only  de- 
fendant.'* So  a  railroad  company  which  participated  in 
through  rates  is  not  a  necessary,  even  if  it  is  a  proper, 
party  to  a  proceeding  by  the  Commission  against  another 


'  "Trammell  v.  Clyde  Steamship 
Co.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  120,  5  I.  C.  C. 
324.  Or  for  violations  of  the  Act  in 
general.  Troy  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Alabama  Midland  Ry.,  4  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  348,  6  I.  C.  C.  1. 

"  Boyer  v.  Chesapeake,  O.  &  8.  W. 
Ry.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  55. 

^*  In  re  Advances  on  Coal  to  Lake 
Ports,  22 1.  C.  C.  R.  604. 

*^  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C,  R. 
I.  A  P.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  680. 


M  liberty  Mills  v.  Louisville  & 
M.  R.  R.,  23 1.  C.  C.  182. 

^  Receivers  A  S.  Assn.  of  Cincin- 
nati V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry., 
18 1.  C.  C.  440. 

"Page  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R. 
R.,  6 1.  C.  C.  548. 

''But  see  Minneapolis  Chamber 
of  Commerce  v.  Great  Northern 
Ry.,  4  I.  C.  C.  230,  5  I.  C.  C. 
570. 
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company  for  disobedience  of  an  order  of  the  Commissioii 
in  the  matter  of  such  rates.  ^  And  one  or  more  of  several 
connectmg  carriers  need  not  be  made  parties  to  a  proceed- 
ing before  the  Commission  against  another  connecting  carrier 
for  unlawful  discrimination  in  rates  between  places  wholly  on 
its  own  line  *^  as  compared  with  the  through  rate  over  the 
connecting  lines^  even  having  the  same  effect/^  So  where 
one  railroad  company  owns  a  controlling  interest  in  a  sub- 
sidiary company,  while  service  of  complaint  on  the  control- 
ling company  may  not  be  legal  service  upon  a  subsidiary 
company,  it  does  in  fact,  for  all  practical  purposes,  inform 
the  other  company  of  the  proceedings/'  But  it  is  sometimes 
inconvenient  to  get  all  the  carriers  before  the  Commission 
at  the  same  time;  and  a  hearing  of  a  complaint  against  one 
of  a  number  of  connecting  carriers  may  be  the  only  practical 
thing.'**  Then  an  order  may  issue  against  the  respondents, 
and  the  cause  be  held  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  such 
other  carriers  into  it  to  be  proceeded  against  unless  they 
comply  with  the  order.'*^  Thus  while  a  railroad  company, 
operating  its  road  as  part  of  a  through  line  in  connection 
with  other  carriers,  defendants  in  a  case  brought  to  test 
the  legality  of  a  through  charge  over  such  Une,  is  a  proper 
party,  it  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  proceeding.^ 
And  in  proceedings  to  determine  the  reasonableness  of  a 
through  rate  as  augmented  by  an  alleged  unlawful  ter- 
minal charge,  all  the  carriers  participating  in  the  through 
rate  are  not  necessary  parties;  the  only  necessary  parties 
defendant,  are  the  carriers  who  retain  the  terminal  charge 
for  their  own  use.*^     In  one  proceeding  a  complaint  for 

^  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Interstate  Wichita  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  R., 

Commerce  Commission,   162  U.  S.  9  I.  C.  C.  534. 

197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666,  *^  Hurlburt  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M .  S. 

5  Int.  Com.  Rep.  405.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  81, 2 1.  C.  C. 

«  Daniels  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  122. 

R.  R.,  6 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  458.  **  Bates  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  2 

**  Independent    Relief    Ass'n    v.  Int.  Com.  Rep.  715,  3  I.  C.  C.  435. 

Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  «  Warren-Ehret    Co.    v.    Central 

378.  R.  R.,  8 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  598. 

**  Mayor    and    City    Council    of  *^  Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
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damages  named  one  road  as  defendant  but  it  was  held 
that  the  two  connectmg  Imes  were  necessary  parties,  such 
roads  being  operated  as  independent  properties,  though 
controlled,  through  stock  ownership,  by  the  road  named  as 
defendant.  ^^  And  in  a  general  inquiry  the  Commission 
will  not  undertake  to  establish  differentials  where  all  the 
carriers  interested  are  not  before  it.^^ 

§  1097.  Liabilities  in  through  carriage. 

The  liabiUty  of  the  carriers,  m  case  of  an  unreasonable 
or  discrimmatory  jomt  or  through  rate,  is  jomt  and  several, 
and  damages  may  be  awarded  against  one  of  such  roads 
which  participated  in  the  movement,  though  other  roads 
performing  part  of  the  service  are  not  made  parties.«»  It 
is  for  this  reason  fimdamentally  that  all  participating 
carriers  must  be  joined  in  attack  on  joint  rates. ^*  How- 
ever, reparation  will  be  awarded  against  an  initial  carrier 
which  has  published  a  joint  through  rate  in  which  con- 
necting lines  named  had  not  concurred,  the  combination 
rate  legally  applicable  being  found  unreasonable.^^  Where 
only  a  portion  of  a  combination  through  rate  is  attacked, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  join  as  defendants  all  the  carriers 
that  are  parties  to  such  rate.^'  But  where  the  interests  of 
many  carriers  are  involved  in  the  determination  the  Com- 
mission will  insist  upon  having  all  before  it."  Generally 
speaking,  all  carriers  participating  in  a  through  movement 
should  share  in  refunding  if  the  rate  charged  is  found  un- 
reasonable." But  where  an  overcharge  is  due  to  the  fault 
of  one  carrier  misrouting,  the  carrier  to  blame  should  make 

B.  A  Q.  R.  R.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  "  Texico  Tranafer  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 

83.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C.  17. 

«  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  "  Globe  Milling  Co.  v.  C,  M.  & 

W.  R.  R.,  21 1.  C.  C.  46.  St.  P.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  594. 

«  Boileau  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  R.  R.,  24  **  Boileau  v.  P.  &  L.  E.  R.  R.,  24 

I.  C.  C.  129.  I.  C.  C.  129. 

w  Webster  Grocery  Co.  v.  C.  &  "  Flatten  Produce  Co.  v.  K.  L.  S. 

N.  W.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  20.  &  C.  Ry.,  18 1.  C.  C.  249. 

"  Reno  Grocery  Co.  v.  So.  Pac.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  401. 
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the  whoie  refund.^  And  both  the  mitud  and  cfmettiug 
eanier  will  be  required  to  pay  repantkm  where  they 
both  at  fault  for  misrouting  the  shipmeDt.^  Where  a 
necting  line  failed  to  obeerve  a  reoonsignment  ofder,  it 
wa«  held  to  be  the  one  liable  in  reparation  for  misrootins.^ 
Whereas  if  the  initial  earner  is  in  fault,  it  is  the  one  to 
Ktand  for  the  reoovoy  in  reparation.^  Rqnratkn  against 
carriers  jointly  may  usually  be  divided  according  to  agree- 
ment between  lines.**  But  to  require  or  permit  any  other 
carrier  than  the  one  responsible  for  misrouting  to  participate 
in  making  reparation  would  be  to  permit  or  require  departure 
from  established  rates,  which  is  expressly  forbidden  by  law/' 


f  1098.  Who  entitled  to  reparation. 

The  law  contemplates  that  an  award  of  damages  shall 
be  made  to  the  person  actually  damaged;  and  so  wfaare 
the  complainant  does  not  appear  to  have  suffered  any  in- 
jury, having  no  legal  interest  in  an  overcharge,  the  Com- 
imssion  can  make  no  award  of  reparation.*'  Moreover,  it 
must  be  shown  affirmatively  that  the  complainant  is  the 
proper  party  entitled  to  damages;  the  admission  of  the 
defendant  is  not  sufficient.*'  Generally  speaking  the  per- 
son entitled  to  an  award  of  damages  on  the  ground  of  the 
unreasonableness  of  a  rate  is  the  one  who  has  actually 
paid  the  rate.*^  A  shipper  who  had  not  paid  the  freight 
rate  nor  sustained  any  loss  held  not  to  be  entitled  to 
damages,  although  the  rate  charged  on  his  shipments  was 
found  unduly  discriminatory.*^    It  is  the  view  of  the  Com- 


••  FlaccuB  Glaas  Co.  v.  C,  C,  C.  & 
St.  Louis  Ry.,  14 1.  C.  C.  333. 

*^Beekmaa  Lumber  Co.  v.  O. 
Ry.  &  N.  Co.,  19 1.  C.  C.  343. 

"  Noble  V.  J.  L.  C.  &  E.  R.  R.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  620. 

"  Noble  V.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  16 
L  C.  C.  186. 

*°  Davenport  Pearl  Button  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  St.  L.  R.  R.,  17 1.  C.  C. 
193. 
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•*  Hennepin  Paper  Co.  v.  N.  P. 
R.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  535. 

•'  Lamb,  McGregor  A  Co.  v.  C.  A 
N.  W.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  346. 

"  Baker  Mfg.  Co.  v.  C.  &  M.  W. 
Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  605. 

**  National  Wool  Growers'  Afis'n  v. 
O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  675. 

■^  Evens  &  Howard  Fire  Brick  Co. 
V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C, 
141. 
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mission  that  an  award  of  reparation  is  due  only  from  a 
carrier  to  a  shipper,  and  not  to  one  carrier,  as  a  carrier, 
from  another.**  But  section  20  provides  that  the  initial 
carrier  has  a  right  of  action  against  a  connectmg  carrier 
for  any  loss  or  damage  to  property  occurring  on  the  latter's 
line.*^  If  the  complaining  party  is  the  one  who  sustained 
the  burden  of  the  excess,  he  is  the  one  entitled  to  repara- 
tion.** Thus  reparation  is  due  the  owner  of  property  pay- 
ing excessive  charge  or  on  whose  behalf  it  was  paid.** 


§  1099.  As  between  consignor  and  consignee. 

Where  freight  charges  are  paid  by  the  consignee  to 
whom  the  goods  had  been  sold,  it  is  plain  that  the  con- 
signor is  not  the  party  who  is  entitled  to  damages.^®  And 
a  purchaser  of  goods  in  transit,  the  vendor  having  paid 
the  freight  charges  up  to  pomt  of  purchase,  is  the  one  en- 
titled to  damages  for  misroutmg.^^  A  consignee,  who  paid 
the  freight  charges  on  a  shipment  place  of  destination,  but 
deducted  that  amount  from  the  invoice  price  of  goods, 
returning  the  expense  bills  to  the  consignor,  is  not  en- 
titled to  damages.'^  And,  Ukewise,  the  consignor  is  en- 
titled to  damages  for  an  unreasonable  rate,  where  a  con- 
signee commission  merchant  actually  paid  the  freight 
charges,  but  billed  them  back  on  the  consignor,  who  ulti- 
mately paid  them.^^  Although  the  complainant  is  a 
broker,  nevertheless  if  the  shipments  were  purchased  out- 
right by  him,  he  is  entitled  to  an  award  of  reparation.^* 
But  unless  the  goods  are  sold,   the  vendee  to  pay  the 


«  Mfrs.  Ry.  Co.  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  & 
S.  Ry.,  28 1.  C.  C.  93. 

«^Coal  Rates  on  the  Stony  Fork 
Branch,  26 1.  C.  C.  168. 

"  Lindsay  Bros.  v.  C.  R.  &  I.  R.  R., 
15  I.  C.  C.  192. 

^  Gamble-Robinspn  Commission 
Co.  V.  St.  L.  A  S.  F.  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C. 
114;  Sunnyside  Coal  Mining  Co.  v. 
D.  &  R.  G.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
20. 


^0  Fond  du  Lac  Church  Furnishing 
Co.  V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C. 
481. 

"  Gibson  Fruit  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 
Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  644. 

"  Baker  Mfg.  Co.  v.  C.  &  N.  W. 
Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  605. 

"  Youngblood  v.  T.  A  P.  Ry.,  21 
I.  C.  C.  569. 

'*  Central  Commercial  Co.  v.  A.,  T. 
&  S.  F.  Ry.,  26 1.  C.  C.  373. 
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freight,  the  consignor  is  the  substantial  party  in  interest, 
and  entitled  to  the  damages  for  improper  exactions.  '^ 
Where  the  complainant  is  a  commission  merchant,  neither 
consignor  nor  consignee,  it  will  be  diflScult  to  show  that 
he  is  the  real  party  in  interest/*  But  conunission  mer* 
chants  who  were  under  obligation  to  pay  freight  charges 
are  upon  the  face  of  the  transaction  the  only  proper 
parties  who  can  maintain  suit  for  an  overcharge  or 
an  excessive  rate.^  Per  contra  the  consignor,  who  sold 
goods  at  a  delivered  price  under  contract  that  consignor 
should  pay  the  freight,  is  entitled  to  the  damages,  though 
the  consignee  actually  paid  freight  charges.^  And  a  con- 
signee who  has  paid  charges  based  on  an  unreasonable 
rate  is  not  entitled  to  reparation  where  such  charges  have 
been  deducted  from  the  shippers'  invoice.^ 


Topic  C.    Order  of  Procedure 

§  1100.  Default  for  failure  to  proceed. 

The  petition  will  be  dismissed  if  the  complainant  fails 
to  appear  at  the  hearing.^  The  same  result  naturally 
follows  if  he  admits  the  legality  of  the  defendant's  acts.^^ 
And  a  complainant  can  expect  nothing  but  dismissal  if  he 
totally  fails  to  produce  any  evidence  to  prove  the  issue.** 
The  Conunission  has  had  occasion  to  say  sharply  that  it 
is  not  enough  to  file  a  complaint,  the  party  complaining 
must  pursue  it.®'  And  generally  speaking  if  the  complain- 
ant fails   to  appear,  the  complaint  will   be  dismissed.*^ 


^*  Commercial  Club  of  Omaha  v. 
A.  &  S.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  302. 

»  Jones  V.  K.  C.  S.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
468. 

"  Cnitchfield  &  Woolfolk  v.  8.  P. 
Co.,  24 1.  C.  C.  679. 

"  Mountain  Ice  Co.  v.  D.,  L.  &  W. 
R.  R.,  21 1.  C.  C.  596. 

"  Deming  Lumber  Co.  v.  S.  P.  Co., 
24  I.  C.  C.  598. 

*^  Jackson  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T. 
Ry.,  1 1.  C.  R.  599. 
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81  Re  Export  Trade  of  Boston,  1 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  25,  I.  C.  C.  24. 

w  Holbrook  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  A  M. 
R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  323, 1 1.  C.  C. 
102;  Leonard  v.  Union  Pacific  Ry., 
1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  627;  Rice  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
722. 

**  Advance  Thresher  Co.  v.  Orange 
&  N.  W.  R.  R.,  15 1.  C.  C.  599. 

M  Guthril  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P. 
Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  425. 
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The  Commission  without  having  urged  the  plaintiffs  to  go 
forward  may  dismiss  the  complaint  for  lack  of  diligent 
prosecution.^^  But  where  it  appears  that  the  failure  to 
appear  was  in  not  getting  notice  in  time,  the  case  may  be 
continued.*^  According  to  the  practice  usually,  however, 
appearance  on  day  of  hearing  is  insisted  on.^'^  Complaint 
was  dismissed  in  one  case  where  the  position  as  taken  by 
complainant  obviously  constituted  an  abandonment  of  his 
complaint.^  Clearly  where  there  is  no  appearance  in  a 
reparation  proceeding,  the  case  will  be  dismissed.®*  But 
also  where  there  is  a  failure  to  appear  and  show  unreason- 
ableness, the  complaint  will  usually  be  summarily  dis- 
posed of  in  the  same  way.** 

§  1101.  Dismissal  of  the  complaint 

In  formal  proceedings  before  the  Commission  complaints 
must  be  prosecuted  with  reasonable  diligence,  and  when  a 
case  has  been  formally  assigned  for  hearing  on  a  day  cer- 
tain, the  parties  must  appear  and  present  such  evidence 
as  they  may  wish  to  offer  in  support  of  their  contentions, 
or,  in  advance  of  the  date  set,  request  postponement  on 
stated  grounds,  showing  good  and  sufficient  cause  for  de- 
lay .^^  It  would  be  the  usual  practice  to  order  dismissal 
on  motion  of  both  the  complainant's  and  defendant's  at- 
torneys.^^ But  a  complaint  may  not  be  dismissed  without 
the  consent  of  the  Commission,  as  the  public  character  of 
these  proceedings  prevents  them  from  being  dismissed 
simply  on  stipulation  of  the  parties.^^  A  dismissal  will  be 
ordered  where  no  complaint  is  made  against  reasonableness 

^  Ocheltree  Grain  Co.  v.  Texas  &  ^  Wakita  Coal  &  S.  Co.  v.  Atchison 

P.  R.  R.,  18 1.  C.  C.  412.  &  St.  F.  Ry.,  15 1.  C.  C.  533. 

"  Patten    v.    Wisconsin    Central  ^  IsbeU-Brown  Co.  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

Ry.,  14 1.  C.  C.  189.  15 1.  C.  C.  616. 

•^  Producers'  Pipe  Line  Co.  v.  St.  •*  Producers'  Pipe  Line  Co.  v.  St. 

L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.  Co.,  12  I.  C.  C.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  186. 

186.  •«  Wilhoit  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.,  12 

n  Ringfiaher  Mill  &  Elevator  Co.  I.  C.  C.  137. 

V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.,  11 1.  C.  C.  *<  In  re  Advance  in  Rates,  Western 

220.  Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  307. 
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of  the  specified  through  rate.*^  Where  facts,  circumstances 
and  conditions  bearing  upon  reasonableness  of  rates  in  issue 
are  not  sufficiently  developed  to  afford  a  proper  basis  for 
satisfactory  determination,  the  case  will  be  dismissed.*^  Dis- 
missal without  prejudice  may  be  ordered  where  the  record 
shows  no  clear  basis  for  an  order  changing  rates.^  Likewise 
the  case  would  properly  stand  for  dismissal  upon  a  readjust- 
ment of  the  tariffs  being  made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
complainants.*^  Dismissal  as  to  a  defendant  shown  not  to 
be  involved  in  the  issues  is  very  common.*^  If  complainant 
by  formal  pleading  admits  reasonableness,  the  complsunt 
will  usually  be  dismissed.^  But  it  is  considered  improper 
practice  to  decline  at  an  earlier  stage  informal  adjustment, 
and  then  admit  complaint  in  answer  in  formal  proceedings 
subsequently.* 


§  1102.  Stay  of  proceeduigs. 

The  Commission  may  in  a  proper  case  stay  the  proceed- 
ings and  hold  the  case  open  until  a  future  time.  Where  a 
similar  case  had  been  heard  by  the  Commission  and  an 
order  made  and  a  petition  to  enforce  the  order  was  pend- 
ing in  the  courts,  the  present  case  was  stayed  until  final 
determination  of  the  petition  in  the  courts.*  And  so 
where  it  seemed  best  the  Commission  having  indicated  its 
view  of  the  question,  recommended  the  carriers  concerned 
to  amend  their  tariffs  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  so 
expressed,  and  meanwhile  held  the  case  open  for  future 
application  of  the  parties.'     It  may  often  seem  to  the 


•*  Morgan  v.  M.,  K.  A  T.  R.  Co., 
12 1.  C.  C.  625. 

"  Shiel  &  Co.  V.  llUnoia  C.  R.  Co., 
12 1.  C.  C.  210. 

"  Dallas  Freight  Bureau  v.  M.,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Co.,  12 1.  C.  C.  427. 

^  McRae  Grocery  Co.  v.  Southern 
R.  Co.,  12 1.  C.  C.  83. 

M  Dallas  Freight  Bureau  v.  G.,  C. 
A  8.  F.  R.,  12 1.  C.  C.  223. 
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*  Zellerbach  Paper  Co.  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  128. 

^  Davenport  Pearl  Button  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
193. 

'  Southern  Paint  &  G.  Co.  v.  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  284. 

'Paine  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Ldiigh 
Valley  R.  R.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  218;  and 
see  Rea  v.  Mobile  &  O.  R.  R.,  7 1.  C. 
C.  Rep.  43. 
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Commission  the  best  course  of  proceeding  to  delay  further 
action  for  an  adjustment  by  the  parties/  And  if  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  is  raised  it  must  always  be  con- 
sidered before  the  merits  of  the  controversy  are  deter- 
mined.^ But  an  order  may  be  entered  where  no  objection 
is  made  by  the  defendants  of  defect  in  parties.^  Where  a 
carrier  at  the  hearing  agrees  to  conform  to  the  desires  of 
the  Commission,  the  usual  practice  is  that  no  order  will 
be  made  at  the  time;  but  the  case  will  be  continued  to 
give  the  carrier  an  opportunity  to  remove  the  cause  of 
complaint.'^  Thus  in  the  express  cases  no  order  was  en- 
tered pending  opportunity  for  express  companies  to  file 
tariffs  in  accordance  with  suggestions  made.^  But  no  case 
under  any  such  circumstances  can  be  said  to  have  been 
discontinued  until  final  disposition.^ 

§  1103.  Satisfaction  of  complaint. 

Where  a  complaint  has  been  satisfied,  au  order  requiring 
a  continuance  of  present  nondiscriminatory  practices  will 
not  be  considered  necessary.^®  A  complaint  alleging  undue 
discrimination  against  a  city  in  that  it  was  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  joint  rates  cannot  be  sustained  where  the 
joint  rates  to  the  cities  alleged  to  have  been  unduly  pre- 
ferred have  been  canceled."  The  Commission  will  usually 
permit  a  case  to  be  settled  through  the  readjustment  of 
tariffs,  showing  considerable  reductions  in  the  rates  com- 
plained of  to  the  satisfaction  of  complaints.  ^^  Mere  agree- 
ment of  parties  with  respect  to  a  rate,  or  mere  subse- 

^  Weieetata  Light  &  Water  Co.  v.  Unlawful    Transportation    Charges, 

Ft.  S.  A  W.  R.  R.  Co.,  12 1.  C.  C.  503.  6 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  624. 

*  Mattison  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  "  Douglas  Shoe  Co.  v.  Adams  £x- 
23I.C.C.233.  press  Co.,  19 1.  C.  C.  539. 

•  Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  of  Texas  v.  •  Spokane  v.  N.  P.,  23  I.  C.  C.  454. 
G.  H.  &  S.  A.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  "Humboldt  S.  S.  Co.  v.  White 
20.  Pass  &  Yukon  Route,  25 1.  C.  C.  136. 

^  Hot  Springs  v.  Western  N.  C.  R.  "  Baker  Commercial  Club  v.  O. 

R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  316;  Holbrook  W.  R.  R.  k  No.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  281. 

V.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  Ry.,  1  Int.  Com.  ^  McRae  Grocery  Co.  et  al.  v. 

Rep.  323,  1  I.  C.  C.  102;  Re  Alleged  Southern  Ry.,  12 1.  C.  C.  83. 
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quent  reduction  of  a  rate  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  fcH*  a 
finding  of  unreasonableness  or  undue  prejudice;  for  dam- 
ages will  not  be  awarded  merely  upon  a  showing  that  the 
carrier  is  willing  to  honor  a  claiin.^'  Where  a  earner  is 
willing  to  award  reparation  on  the  basis  of  an  out-of-line 
rate,  which  rate  defendant  is  unwilling  to  maintain  in  the 
future,  damages  will  be  denied.  ^^  And  generally  speaking 
when  an  adjustment  is  satisfactorily  made  to  all  parties  in 
interest  the  case  usually  will  be  dismissed  by  the  Commis- 
sion.'^ And  especially  where  an  agreement  is  reached  by 
the  parties  as  to  future  rates,  it  will  not  be  difficult  to  get 
the  complaint  dismissed.'*  The  complaint  having  been 
satisfied  by  the  restoration  of  the  rate  previously  in  force 
and  the  withdrawal  of  the  rate  complained  of  by  tariff 
duly  filed,  will  usually  be  on  application  of  complainants, 
dismissed.'^ 

§  1104.  Conditions  of  granting  reparation. 

The  awarding  of  damages  does  not  necessarily  follow 
the  reduction  of  a  rate.'*  Nor  is  fixing  a  rate  for  the 
future  a  prerequisite  to  the  award  of  reparation."  No 
reparation  will  be  granted,  though  the  Commission  finds 
that  the  rates  are  unreasonable,  unless  it  be  found  that 
the  rates  were  unreasonable  at  the  time  they  were  paid.^ 
Nor  where  the  injury  for  which  reparation  is  asked  oc- 
curred through  the  fault  of  the  complainant.^'  And  where 
the  claim  for  reparation  has  already  been  settled  between 
the  parties,  the  Commission  will  not  generally  take  further 
action. 22    Where  a  complaint  as  filed  did  not  ask  repara- 


"  Eason  Granite  Co.  v.  8.  Ry.,  26 
I.  C.  C.  449. 

"  Chaffin  Coal  Co.  v.  C,  M.  &  St. 
P.Ry.,24I.C.C.321. 

'*  Watson  Co.  v.  Lake  Shore  & 
M.  8.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  124. 

^  Montgomery  Freight  Bureau  v. 
Western  Ry.  of  Ala.,  15  I.  C.  C.  199. 

"T.  H.  Bunch  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
R.I.&P.R.,  11I.C.C.377. 
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>'  Minneapolis  Steel  &  Machinery 
Co.  V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  26  I.  C.  C. 
193. 

»» Steinfeld  &  Co.  v.  I.  C.  R.  R., 
20  I.  C.  C.  12. 

»  Grain  Shippers'  Ass'n  v.  Illinois 
Cent.  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  158. 

"  Gardner  v.  Southern  R.  R.,  10 
I.  C.  Rep.  342. 

"  Stahl  V.  Oregon  Ry.  &  Nav.  Co., 
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tion,  and  there  being  no  evidence  touching  specific  ship- 
mentSy  that  feature  of  the  case  will  not  be  considered,  al- 
though a  motion  to  that  effect  is  noted  in  the  record  of  the 
hearing.^'  Reparation  may  be  awarded  in  supplemental 
petition,  although  there  is  a  general  rule  against  awarding 
reparation  piecemeal.^*  It  is  to  be  emphasized  that 
reparation  on  shipments  previously  made  will  not  be  or- 
dered as  a  matter  of  course,  even  where  the  Commission 
finds  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  the  reduction  of  rate 
complained  of  for  the  future.  ^^ 


§  1106.  Scrutiny  of  reparation  agreements. 

So  great  is  the  fear  that  adjustments  through  the  process 
of  submitting  to  reparation  may  be  used  as  a  cover  for 
discrimination  that  generally  speaking  a  willingness  to  pay 
by  the  carrier  is  no  ground  for  awarding  reparation  to  the 
shipper.^*  The  Commission  cannot  base  its  findings  or 
apply  to  the  past  a  privilege  merely  because  the  carrier  is 
willing.^  The  rule  is,  therefore,  that  no  reparation  will 
be  awarded  in  the  absence  of  specific  proof  as  to  each  car 
involved.^  It  is  fundamental  with  the  Commission  that 
it  will  not  award  reparation  in  absence  of  proof  sufficient 
to  carry  conviction  of  the  wrong.  ^  Certainly  if  it  appears 
that  the  award  to  which  the  carrier  assents  is  to  carry  out 
a  deal  to  give  a  rate  lower  than  schedule,  the  Commission 
will  not  confirm  it.«>  For  to  sanction  such  a  prior  under- 
standing  would  plainly  be  to  create  a  cover  for  discrimina- 
tion.'^   And,  therefore,  as  an  evidence  of  good  faith,  if  the 


1  Int.  Ck>m.  Rep.  314;  Sayles  v. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.,  9 1.  C.  C. 
Rep.  492. 

"  Atchison  v.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry., 
22  I.  C.  C.  131. 

"  Partridge  CJo.  v.  B.  &  M.  R.  R., 
19  I.  C.  C.  651. 

"Farmers*  Warehouse  Co.  v.  L. 
&  N.  R.  R.,  12  I.  C.  C.  467. 

"Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
M.  A  St.  P.,  17  I.  C.  C.  369. 


*  Cady  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  P.  Ry., 
19  I.  C.  C.  12. 

"Murphy  Bros.  v.  New  York  C. 
A  H.  R.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  467. 

"Taytor  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Ry., 
16  I.  C.  C.  166. 

"Crowell  &  S.  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Texas  &  P.  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C. 
333. 

''  Amour  Car  Line  v.  Southern 
Pacific,  17  I.  C.  C.  461. 
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carrier  admits  unreasonableness,  it  must  file  new  rates  as 
prerequisite  to  reparation.**  And  if  these  are  only  to  be 
in  effect  temporarily  to  work  through  the  agreed  repara- 
tion, the  whole  scheme  will  be  investigated  further." 
However,  if  the  Commission  is  satisfied  as  to  the  bona  fides 
of  the  agreement,  the  stipulation  of  parties  will  be  ap- 
proved.** 


§  1106.  Parties  given  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Proceedings  on  complaint  of  a  party  take  the  form  of 
judicial  proceedings.  Thus  a  reasonable  opportunity  will 
be  given  for  the  parties  to  be  heard.  *^  So  where  a  railroad 
submits  a  shipper's  clarni  for  carload  rating  on  a  mixed 
carload  to  the  Commission,  it  will  be  treated  as  a  com- 
plaint and  answer,  and  the  cause  will  proceed  judicially.** 
If  parties  have  had  their  day  in  court,  they  cannot  resist 
reparation.*^  But  if  no  other  manufacturers  have  joined 
in  this  complaint,  or  made  independent  complaint,  it  is 
possible  that  they  may  be  materially  affected  by  a  dis- 
turbance of  adjustment  that  has  continued  for  so  many 
years.**  And  generally  speaking  if  insufficient  carriers  are 
named  for  the  Commission  to  undertake  to  settle  broad 
questions  the  case  will  not  be  prosecuted  further,  for  the 
time  being  at  all  events.  **"  The  Supreme  Court  is  now  plainly 
insistent  that  all  parties  before  the  Commission  must  be 
fully  apprised  of  the  evidence  submitted  or  to  be  considered 
and  must  be  given  opportunity  to  cross-examine  witnesses 
and  to  inspect  documents  and  to  offer  evidence  in  explana- 
tion and  rebuttal.**     In  no  other  way  consistently  with 

"Vemis  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  A  S.  »Rothv.Texafl&P.Ry.,9I.C.C. 

Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  136.  Rep.  602. 

**  Holcomb,  Hayes  &  Co.  v.  Illi-  ^  Kindelon    &    Co.    v.    Southern 

nois  C.  R.  R.,  13  I.  C.  C.  16.  Pacific,  17  I.  C.  C.  251. 

'*  Joice  A  Co.  V.  Illinois  Central  "  National  Syrup  Co.  v.  C.  &  N. 

Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C.  239.  W.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  673. 

'^  Business  Men's  Ass'n  v.  Chicai;o  ''^  Omaha  Grain  Exchange  v.  C, 

&  N.  W.  Ry.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  48,  R.  I.  A  P.  Ry.,  28  I.  C.  C.  680. 

2  I.  C.  C.  52.  "  United  States  v.  B.  A  O.  S.  W. 

Ry.,  226  U.  S.  14,  27  Sup.  Ct.  648. 
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what  we  consider  the  course  of  the  administration  of 
justice  can  a  party  maintain  its  rights  or  make  out  its 
defense.'^" 

§  1107.  Hearing  duly  notified  indispensable. 

As  has  been  seen  in  a  former  chapter,  the  Commission 
is  not  invested  with  authority  to  find  any  rate  unreason- 
able except  after  full  hearing.^  The  policy  underlying 
the  section  giving  the  Commission  power  to  revise  rates 
is  that  rates  established  by  carrier  cannot  be  condemned 
unless  upon  full  hearing  they  shall  be  found  unreasonable/^ 
The  Commission,  therefore,  has  jurisdiction  to  deal  only 
with  those  carriers  which  are  parties  to  the  proceedings.  ^^ 
And  no  order  entered  against  a  carrier  that  has  not  been 
cited  to  appear  at  the  hearing.^'^  The  Commission  will  not 
determine  an  important  question  of  differentials  in  a  gen- 
eral adjustment  of  rates  in  a  case  where  only  one  carrier, 
operating  over  but  a  part  of  the  through  route  to  Atlantic 
ports,  is  defendant/*  Discussions  of  substitution  of  ton- 
nage at  transit  points,  and  of  transit  rules,  reports  there- 
under, and  policing  thereof  would  be  pertinent  only  in  a 
general  investigation/^  And  reasonableness  of  extra 
charges  will  not  be  considered  where  petition  contains  no 
allegations  in  respect  thereto/*  It  follows  that  the  Com- 
mission cannot  determine  what  rates .  are  reasonable  for 
the  transportation  of  other  commodities  or  rates  on  the 
same  commodities  from  other  points,  upon  a  complaint 
dealing  with  specific  kinds  of  commodities  from  a  particu- 
lar locality/^ 

'•°  Interstate  Commerce  Commit-  **  Baker  Commercial  Club  v.  O.  W. 

sion  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  227  U.  S.  88,  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.,  25  I.  C.  C.  281. 

33  Sup.  Ct.  185.  **  Board  of  Trade  of  Chic^o  v. 

^  Douglas  &  Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  A  P.  I.  C.  C,  20  I.  C.  C.  645. 

Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  541.  "  In   re   Advances   on    Logs,    24 

"  Anadarko    Cotton    Oil    Co.    v.  I.  C.  C.  683. 

A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  *•  Lesinaky  v.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry., 

43.  24  I.  C.  C.  620. 

"  Griffing  V.  C.  A   N.  W.  Ry.,  *'  Milbum  Wagon  Co.  v.  L.  8.  & 

25  I.  C.  C.  134.  M.  S.  Ry.,  22  I.  C.  C.  93. 

[  1003  ] 


§  1108]  Railroad  Rate  Regulation 

§  1108.  Requisites  as  to  hearings. 

As  the  Act  reads,  it  is,  therefore,  a  limitation  upon  its 
jurisdiction  that  the  Commission  cannot  prescribe  a  rate 
without  investigation  and  hearing.^  And  the  Commission 
has  often  pointed  out  that  no  order  can  be  made  until 
after  a  full  hearing  as  provided  in  section  15.*^  The 
reasonableness  of  rates  cannot  be  considered  except  upon 
a  proceeding  which  properly  puts  them  in  issue."  And 
damages  are  awarded  upon  the  facts  established  upon  the 
hearing,  and  not  upon  the  allegations  of  the  complaint.^* 
The  Commission  can  make  findings  only  upon  such  issues 
as  are  clearly  raised  by  the  complaint,  while  weighing  all 
pertinent  facts  and  testimony  adduced.^*  Where  the 
Commission  has  suspended  rates  in  one  territory  upon 
hearing,  it  cannot  pass  upon  the  reasonableness  of  rates 
in  other  territory,  none  of  the  carriers  in  the  latter  terri- 
tory having  been  made  parties.^*  If  there  are  neither 
sufficient  parties  nor  sufficient  information  before  the 
Commission  to  enable  it  to  pass  upon  the  question  of 
issues  involved  it  will  not  pass  upon  the  through  rates 
which  would  be  directly  affected.  ^^  Where  a  complaint 
failed  to  point  out  any  discrimination  and  did  not  ask 
that  any  discrimination  be  corrected,  the  Commission  will 
decline  to  consider  the  question  of  discrimination,  although 
the  petition  generally  alleged  a  violation  of  the  Act.^* 
The  determination  of  broad  questions  should  be  in  some 
comprehensive  proceeding  to  which  the  parties  in  interest 
can  be  made  parties."  A  case  involving  local  rates  will, 
therefore,  usually  be  ordered  to  be  heard  before  at  a  cen- 

• 

« In  re  Express  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C.  »*  Sinclair  &  Co.  v.  C,  M.  A  St. 

132.  P.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  490. 

*»  Augusta  &  Savannah  Steam-  ^'  In  re  Advances  in  Rates  on  Loco- 
boat  Co.  V.  O.  8.  S.  Co.  of  Savannah,  motives  and  Tenders,  21 1.  C.  C.  103. 
26  I.  C.  C.  380.  **  In   re   Advances   of   Rates  on 

"Douglas  &  Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  &  Livestock,  21  I.  C.  C.  119. 

P.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  541.  "United  States  I^eather  Co.   v. 

»»  Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  M.  C.  S.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  323. 

R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  276.  ••  In  re  Advances  in  Class  Rates, 

27  L  C.  C.  268. 
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tral  point  in  the  territory  immediately  affected  by  the 
rates.  *^ 

§  1109.  Course  of  the  proceedings. 

It  is,  of  course,  elemental  that  the  Commission  must 
observe  the  requirements  of  the  Act  for  notice  and  hear- 
ing; and  keep  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  as  to  process 
and  procedure.^  If  the  petition  is  not  specific,  though 
plainly  sufficient  to  constitute  the  basis  for  an  award  of 
damages,  the  defendants  are  entitled,  before  the  hearing, 
to  a  specification  showing  in  detail  the  amounts  for  which 
recovery  is  sought.^*  Upon  a  complaint  alleging  undue 
preference,  it  was  held  that  the  question  of  the  reasonable- 
ness per  se  of  rates  is  automatically  imported  into  a  case 
through  the  suspension  of  the  tariffs.^  As  each  case  must 
be  determined  on  its  own  merits,  the  Commission  cannot, 
on  the  record  in  this  case,  determine  what  rule  or  practice 
shoidd  obtain  at  miUing-in-transit  points  generally  through- 
out the  country.*^  Notice  of  complaint  need  only  be 
given  to  those  directly  concerned,  not  to  those  remotely 
interested.*^  The  Commission  has  tried  to  simplify  its 
practice  and  procedure,  without  permitting  technical 
matters  to  interfere  with  substantial  results.*'  Though  it 
appeared  at  the  hearing  that  the  joint  through  rate  was 
in  excess  of  the  sum  of  the  locals,  the  Commission  held 
that  the  amount  of  the  through  rate  was  not  in  issue  upon 
a  complaint  seeking  damages  on  the  basis  of  an  unpub- 
lished division  of  the  through  rate.**  Upon  complaint  of 
an  overcharge,  the  Commission,  on  its  own  motion,  may 


*^  Delaware  State  Grange  v.  New 
York,  P.  &  N.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  187,  2  I.  C.  C.  309. 

"Stone  &  Meyers  Co.  v.  Louis- 
viUe  &  W.,  14  I.  C.  C.  199. 

*'  Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  83. 

« Douglas  &  Co.  V.  C,  R.  I.  & 
P.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  97. 

"  Brook  Rauch  Mill  &  Elevator  Co. 


V.  St.  L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C. 
651. 

•*  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  184 
Fed.   118. 

**  Cincinnati  &  Columbus  Traction 
Co.  V.  B.  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  R.,  20 1.  C.  C. 
486. 

**  Beekman  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L. 
&  S.  F.  R.  R.,  21  I.  C.  C.  270. 

[1005] 


§1110] 


Railroad  Rate  Regulation 


set  the  case  down  for  further  hearing,  and  found  the  rate 
unreasonable,  though  there  was  no  overcharge.*^  Oral 
argument  is  allowed  in  cases  affecting  rates  and  practices 
if  requested  when  testimony  closed.**  And  if  briefs  are 
submitted  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  parties  cannot  them- 
selves extend  the  time  for  filing  briefs  by  stipulation  be- 
tween themselves,  as  cases  before  the  Commission  are  not 
analogous  to  private  litigation.*^ 

§  1110.  Lunitations  of  actions. 

The  statute  of  limitations  contained  in  the  Act  bars  a 
reparation  claim  on  shipments  which  have  been  delivered 
to  the  complainant  more  than  two  years  prior  to  the  filing 
of  the  complaint.**  And  conversely  the  right  to  reparation 
being  secured  to  shippers  for  two  years  by  the  Act,  the 
Commission  cannot  qualify  that  right  by  barring  a  com- 
plainant for  laches  within  that  time,  or  by  demanding  that 
the  proof  shall  be  conclusive.**  The  Act  provides  that  no 
order  for  reparation  shall  be  made  unless  the  claim  is  filed 
with  the  Commission  within  two  years  from  the  time  the 
cause  accrues.*^®  Without  regard  to  the  date  of  payment 
of  charges,  the  cause  of  action  of  a  shipper  accrues  when 
a  shipment  is  delivered.^  ^    To  be  exact,  claims  presented 


••  Oster  Bros.  v.  M.  L.  &  T.  R.  R. 
&  S.  S.  Co.,  21  L  C.  C.  511. 

•*  Ullman  v.  Adams  Express  Co., 
14  I.  C.  C.  585. 

"  Ullman  v.  Adams  Express  Co., 
14  I.  C.  C.  585. 

Quare^  whether  the  two  year  limita- 
tion on  reparation  suits  applies  to 
enforcement  suits.  Lynde  v.  D.  L. 
&  W.  Ry.,  170  Fed.  847. 

•"St.  Louis  Blast  Furnace  Co.  v. 
V.  Ry.,  24  I.e.  C.  360;  see  also  Ana- 
conda Copper  Mining  Co.  v.  C.  & 
E.  R.  R.,  19  I.  C.  C.  592. 

••  Thomspon  Lumber  Co.  v.  Liter- 
state  Commerce  Commission,  193 
Fed.  682. 
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^^  National  Wool  Growers'  Aas'n 
V.  O.  S.  L.  R.  R.,  25  I.  C.  C.  675. 

'*  Arkansas  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  St. 
L.,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C. 
266. 

Claims  for  damages  held  to  be  bar- 
red because  two  years  had  elapsed 
since  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to 
the  consignee,  although  within  two 
years  of  the  filing  of  the  complaint 
some  of  the  charges  were  paid. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  C,  T.  T.  R.  R. 
Co.,  21  I.  C.  C.  460.  Each  item  is 
subject  to  being  barred  upon  the 
running  of  the  two  years  against  it. 
National  Refining  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  & 
S.  F.  Ry.,  8  L  C.  C.  389. 
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to  the  Commission  more  than  two  years  subsequent  to 
the  delivery  of  the  shipment  to  the  consignee  are  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations  by  the  terms  of  the  ActJ* 
The  filing  of  each  claim  is,  in  essence,  an  independent  pro- 
ceeding on  the  part  of  that  complainant,  and  the  statute 
of  limitations  must  run  from  the  date  of  the  filing  in  each 
individual  case.^^  Despite  promises  by  carriers  not  to 
take  advantage  of  the  period  of  limitation  in  the  Act,  the 
Commission  will  not  take  action  after  that  period  has 
passedJ*  When  reparation  is  for  the  first  time  asked  by 
amendment,  the  time  of  the  amendment  determines  the 
limitations^  The  filing  of  an  infonhal  complaint  by  a 
consignee  stops  the  running  of  the  statute  for  the  benefit 
of  the  consignor,  though  the  latter  did  not  file  his  formal 
complaint  within  two  years  from  the  time  the  cause  of 
action  accrued.^* 


§  1111.  Dismissal  when  order  unnecessary. 

When  upon  investigation  of  a  complaint  the  carrier  finds 
that  the  grievance  once  existed,  but  has  been  removed  by 
the  carrier,  the  petition  will  be  dismissed."    This  is  true 


"Coffers  Box  Lumber  Co.  v. 
C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  25  I.  C.  C.  249. 

^'  In  re  Advances  on  Livestock, 
28  I.  C.  C.  332;  see  also  Beekman 
Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  L.  &  S.  F.  R.  R., 
21  I.  C.  C.  270. 

''*  Werner  Saw  Mill  Co.  v.  Illinois 
Central  R.  R.,  17  I.  C.  C.  388;  see 
also  Meeker  v.  Lehigh  V.  R.  R., 
23  L  C.  C.  480. 

"East  St.  Louis  Walnut  Co.  v. 
St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  582. 
But  see  also  Montana  Ice.  Co.  v.  D., 
L.  &  W.  Ry.,  21  I.  C.  C.  45. 

™  Youngblood  V.  T.  &  P.  Ry.,  21 
I.  C.  C.  569;  see  also  Gamble-Robin- 
son Commission  Co.  v.  St.  L.  &  S. 
F.  Ry.,  119  I.  C.  C.  114. 

The  rule  followed  by  the  Com- 
miBsion   that  oidinarily   reparation 


wiU  not  be  awarded  unless  complaint 
is  filed  or  rate  complained  of  is  re- 
duced within  six  months  after  traffic 
moves  is  confined  to  informal  matters. 
Riverside  Mills  v.  G.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C. 

C.  423.  But  the  running  of  the 
statute  is  not  barred  by  presentation 
of  an  informal  complaint,  where 
complainant  failed  to  present  formal 
complaint  tmtil  five  years  later. 
Dillon  Coal  &  Transfer  Co.  v.  O.  S. 
L.  R.  R.  Co.,  28  I.  C.  C.  91. 

'"  Fulton  V.  Chicago,  S.  P.,  M.  & 

D.  R.  R.,  1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  375,  1 
I.  C.  C.  104;  Lincohi  Board  of 
Trade  v.  Union  P.  R.  R.,  2  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  101,  2  I.  C.  C.  229; 
Harris  v.  Duval,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
514;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Louisville, 
N.  A.  &  C.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
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though  the  grievance  was  removed  after  the  beginnmg  of 
the  litigation;  and  this  rule  applies  even  after  the  hearing 
has  been  had.^*  Similarly  a  complaint  will  be  dismissed 
as  to  one  carrier  out  of  several  defendants  where  it  appears 
that  such  carrier  did  not  participate  in  the  rates  in  ques- 
tion.^^  Under  section  13  of  the  Act  a  carrier  has  a  definite 
lociis  penitentuB  in  order  to  determine  whether  it  will  yield 
to  the  demand  made  or  contest  it;  and  the  carrier  has  the 
right  to  have  the  complaint  so  stated  as  to  afford  it  the 
necessary  information  to  enable  it  to  determine  whether 
to  request  the  authority  of  the  Commission  to  satisfy  the 
demand  or  to  make  h  formal  answer.^ 


Topic  D.    Evidence  and  Burden  of  Proof 

§  1112.  Rules  of  evidence. 

Generally  speaking  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence  are 
enforced  in  proceedings  before  the  Commission;  thus  the 
rule  as  to  parol  evidence  appears  to  be  enforced.  So  terms 
of  art,  or  terms  peculiar  to  any  occupation  or  business, 
used  in  a  classification  sheet  to  designate  the  product  of  a 
particular  employment,  are  supposed  to  be  understood  in 
that  employment;  and  it  is  not  competent  for  railroad 
experts,  when  the  meaning  of  the  classification  is  ques- 
tioned, to  testify  in  what  sense  they  are  understood  in 
classification  circles.^  ^  On  the  same  general  principle,  un- 
authorized declarations  of  a  depot  agent,  implying  that  a 
tank  car  which  has  returned  from  one  long  journey  is  in 


603;  Rawson  v.  Newport  News  & 
M.  V.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  626; 
Re  Tariffs  &  Classifications  of  Pa. 
R.  R.,  7  1.  C.  C.  Rep.  177;  Paine 
V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  218;  Montell  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  R.  R.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  412;  Wichita 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  9  I. 
C.  C.  Rep.  607. 

"  Michigan  Box  Co.  v.  Flint  &  P. 
M.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  335;  see 
also  Manufacturers  &  Jobbers'  Union 
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y.  Minneapolis  &  S.  L.  Ry.,  1  Int. 
Com.  Rep.  630;  Boyer  v.  Chesapeake, 
O.  &  S.  W.  Ry.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  55. 

^Chicago  Livestock  Exchange  v. 
Chicago  G.  W.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C. 
Rep.  428. 

»>  Missouri  T.  K.  Shippers'  Ass'n 
V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  11  I.  C.  C. 
411. 

"  Hurlburt  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  81, 2 1.  C.  C. 
122. 
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a  safe  condition  to  be  loaded  and  started  on  another  long 
run,  are  not  binding  upon  the  railway  company.'*  The 
usual  procedure  is  for  witnesses  who  are  officers  and  agents 
of  the  carriers  to  come  prepared  with  sworn  statements 
taken  from  the  books  as  to  what  they  actually  show  and 
examination  and  cross-examination  verifies  these  state- 
ments and  shows  what  supplements,  if  any,  they  need.'' 
There  can  be  no  findings  upon  evidence  so  vague  and  un- 
satisfactory that  no  definite  finding  could  safely  be  pred- 
icated thereon.'^  But  the  Commission  is  more  free  than 
a  court  would  be  to  consider  ''best  knowledge  and  belief" 
evidence.'* 

§  1113.  Res  adjudicata. 

While  Commission  is  not  bound  by  the  doctrine  of  stare 
decisis  or  res  adjudicaUiy  a  decision  recently  announced 
will  be  given  full  weight  in  the  determination  of  the  rea- 
sonableness per  se  of  rates  later  in  controversy."  Stare 
decisis  and  res  adjudicaia  do  not  govern  the  Commission, 
but  the  policy  behind  all  these  principles  is  one  which  can- 
not be  ignored.'^  The  Commission  as  a  practical  matter 
will  be  concluded  by  a  decision  in  prior  case,  imless  it  was 
founded  on  error  or  on  conditions  that  have  since  under- 
gone change."  Oftentimes  a  plea  of  estoppel  will  be  held 
not  to  be  good,  but  usually  it  will  be  found  in  such  cases 
that  the  circumstances  are  dissimilar.'*  But  where  the 
circumstances  are  appropriate  the  contention  will  generally 
be  successful  that  the  issues  involved  in  a  particular  pro- 
ceeding were  decided  in  a  previous  case,  and  are,  there- 

^  Michigan  Congress  Water  Co.  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C.  C.  416. 

y.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  *  Commercial  Club  of  Superior  v. 

Com.  Rep.  428,  2  I.  C.  C.  694.  G.  N.  Ry.,  24 1.  C.  C.  96. 

**  Rice  ▼.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  B.  R.  ^  Schmidt  <&  Sons  v.  M.  C.  R.  R., 

R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  584,  595,  3  23I.C.C.684. 

I.  C.  C.  186.  "Flour  City  S.  S.  Co.  v.  L.  V.  R. 

"lola   Portland    Cement   Co.    v.  R.,  24 1.  C.  C.  179. 

M.,  K.  A  T.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  91.  »  National  Hay  Afls'n  v.  M.  C. 

»  Clinton  Bridge  &  Iron  Works  R.  R.,  19 1.  C.  C.  34. 
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fore,  res  adjiuiicata.^  It  should  be  noted  that  contracts 
and  tariffs  filed  with  the  Commission  under  the  Act  are 
likely  to  be  considered,  although  not  specifically  intro- 
duced in  evidence  at  the  hearmg."  And  the  findings  of 
the  Clommission  in  a  former  case  are  conclusive  without 
requiring  further  evidence.^^  If  put  in  evidence  the  Com- 
mission will  always  give  due  and  respectful  consideration 
to  decision  of  State  Commission.®* 


§  1114.  Insufficient  grounds  for  findings. 

The  Commission  is  clear  that  the  reasonableness  of 
railroad  rates  cannot  be  proven  by  categorical  answers 
by  a  witness  stating  simply  his  opinion  as  to  whether  the 
rates  now  charged  are  unreasonable.®^  Thus  a  general 
statement  that  cost  of  conducting  terminals  has  increased 
and  more  revenue  is  needed  is  insufficient.®^  It  is  not 
enough  to  have  the  president  and  traffic  manager  testify 
that,  based  upon  their  best  judgment  and  experience,  they 
considered  present  rates  too  low  and  that  proposed  rates 
would  be  reasonable.®*  A  statement  filed  showing  the 
cost  of  operation  can  have  little  weight  when  no  witness 
is  qualified  to  explain  it.®^  In  one  proceeding  an  exhibit 
was  introduced  containing  ciunulative  financial,  operating, 
and  traffic  data  for  roads  which  were  not  parties  to  the 
case  and  did  not  participate  in  the  movement  involved; 
and  the  Commission  naturally  enough  said  that  the  bear- 
ing of  these  data  upon  the  controversy  before  it  was  not 


"*  Rates  on  Fresh  Meats  and 
Packing-House  Products,  26  I.  C.  C. 
154. 

"  Boston  Fruit  &  P.  Exch.  v.  New 
York  &  N.  E.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  493,  4  I.  C.  C.  664;  and  see  Re 
Rates  and  Charges  on  Food  Prod- 
ucts, 3  Int.  Com^  Rep.  151,  155,  4 
I.  C.  C.  116. 

•*Feb  &  Co.  V.  Penna.  Ry.,  23 
I.  C.  C.  483. 

"Railroad   Commission   of   Wis- 
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consin  v.  C.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C. 
85. 

M  People's  Fuel  &  Supply  Co.  v. 
G.  T.  W.  Ry.,  27 1.  C.  C.  24. 

*<  Detroit  Switching  Charges,  28 
I.  C.  C.  494. 

"Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad 
Coal  and  Coke  Rates^  26  I.  C.  C. 
20. 

^  Lumber  from  Louisiana  to 
North  Atlantic  Points,  20  I.  C.  C 
186. 
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apparent.^  Certainly  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that  an 
order  condemning  existing  rates,  awarding  reparation,  and 
establishing  a  rate  for  the  future  can  be  got  from  the 
Commission  on  a  mere  complaint,  without  appearance  or 
evidence.^  Where  there  is  available  definite  proof,  as  the 
expense  bills  relating  to  the  shipments,  the  case  will  be 
dismissed  if  the  complainant  fails  to  bring  them  in  to  prove 
his  contentions.^  A  case  will,  therefore,  be  dismissed  if 
the  evidence  is  held  insufficient  to  base  a  finding  thereon.^ 

§  1116.  Proof  of  damage  required. 

Both  the  duty  to  make  reparation  and  the  amoimt  of 
reparation  to  be  made  must  be  estabhshed  by  evidence. 
If  the  proof  fails  to  establish  either  point  satisfactorily  the 
suit  will  be  dismissed  without  prejudice.'  Or  the  case 
may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commission,  be  continued  for 
further  testimony.^  So  proceedings  before  the  Commission 
against  carriers  for  discriminations  and  preferences  will 
be  stayed  until  final  determination  by  the  courts  in  suits 
pending  therein  for  the  enforcement  of  an  order  of  the 
Commission,  compUance  with  which  by  carriers  operating 
m  the  territory  will  remove  the  discriminations  and  pref- 
erences complauied  of.*  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  a 
shipper  declaring  false  value  to  secure  reduced  rate  is 
estopped,  in  case  of  loss  or  damage,  from  denying  correct- 
ness of  value  given.*    It  should  be  remembered,  however. 


**  Lumber  Rates  from  Texas,  etc., 
to  Oklahoma  and  Missouri,  28 1.  C.  C. 
471. 

^Quaxnmen  &  Austad  Lumber 
Co.  V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  19  I.  C.  C. 
110. 

'Roper  Lumber  Cedar  Co.  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  16 1.  C.  C.  397. 

*  Moore  v.  D.  &  R.  G.  R.  R.  Co., 
25  L  C.  C.  1. 

'  Freeman  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F. 
R.  R.,  7  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  202;  Com- 
mercial Club  of  Omaha  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  Ry.,  7  L  C.  C.  Rep.  386; 


Castle  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  R.,  8 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  333. 

*  Business  Men's  League  of  St. 
Louis  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R., 
9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  318;  Richmond 
Elevator  Co.  v.  Pere  Marquette 
R.  R.,  10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  629;  Dennison 
L.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry., 
10 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  337. 

*  Southern  Paint  &  G.  Co.  v.  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  Ry.,  6  L  C.  C.  Rep. 
284. 

<  In  re  Express  Rates,  28  I.  C.  C. 
132. 
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that  the  Act  expressly  provides  that  in  case  of  proceed- 
ings brought  to  reform  rates  for  the  failure,  there  shall  be 
no  dismissal  of  the  complaint  by  reason  of  a  showing  of 
no  damage  to  the  complainant  by  present  conditions. 

§  1116.  Presumptions  from  voluntary  continuance. 

Voluntary  continuance  of  a  given  rate  for  a  long  time 
by  a  carrier,  while  not  conclusive,  creates  a  presumption 
that  the  rate  is  reasonable.^  The  presumption  is  in  the 
nature  of  an  admission  by  the  carrier,  and  therefore  exists 
only  in  a  case  where  the  carrier  alters  a  long-existing  rate 
by  raising  it.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  carrier  volun- 
tarily reduces  a  rate,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  another 
reason  for  the  reduction,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the 
former  rate  was  unreasonably  high.»  This  presumption, 
however,  being  based  on  an  admission  of  the  carrier,  is 
confined  to  cases  where  the  prior  rate  was  established  and 
continued  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  carrier;  it  does  not 
attach  in  a  case  where  such  rates  have  been  established 
by  carriers  in  compliance  with  the  decision  and  order  of 
the  Commission.'  A  presumption  of  fact  may  be  raised 
by  the  disproportion  of  two  rates  upon  comparison.  So 
where  there  is  a  great  disproportion  between  two  rates 
on  the  same  road,  or  on  different  parts  of  the  same  line, 
there  is  a  presumption  against  the  reasonableness  of  the 
higher  rate.^®  So  where  certain  rates  were  artificially  en- 
hanced by  a  traffic  association  for  the  purpose  of  canying 
out  an  agreed  division  of  territory  between  railroads,  the 
rates  were  presumably  unreasonable.*^    In  the  same  way 


'  Re  Export  &  Domestic  Rates,  7 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  214;  Holmes  v.  South- 
em  R.  R.,  8  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  561; 
National  Hav.  Ass'n  v.  Lake  Shore 
&  M.  S.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  264. 

'Holmes  v.  Southern  R.  R.,  8 
I.  C.  C.  Rep.  561. 

*  Proctor  &  Gamble  Co.  y.  Cincin- 
nati, H.  &  D.  R.  R.,  9  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
440. 
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^°  Samuels  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R., 

4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  420;  Troy  Board  of 
Trade  v.  Alabama  Midland  Ry.,  6 
L  C.  C.  Rep.  1;  James  v.  Canadian 
Pac.  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  274, 

5  I.  C.  C.  612;  Rea  v.  Mobile  &  O. 
R.  R.,  7 1.  C.  C.  Rep.  43. 

*^  Freight  Bureau  y.  Cincinnati, 
N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  R.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep. 
195. 
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disproportion  between  rates  on  similar  commodities  will 
lead  to  a  presumption  against  the  higher  rate.  So  where 
grain  and  grain  products  are  classified  alike,  they  are  pre- 
sumptively entitled  to  equal  rates;  and  if  a  difference  is 
made  by  a  carrier,  it  assumes  the  burden  of  sustaining  it 
by  satisfactory  evidence.  ^^  Any  presumption,  from  long 
maintenance,  that  rate  was  sufficiently  high  may  be 
weakened  by  showing  that  past  rate  was  induced  by  com- 
petition.^* There  is  no  presumption  of  law  that  rate  con- 
demned as  unreasonable  or  reduced  by  carrier,  was  un- 
reasonable for  any  particular  period  in  past.** 


§  1117.  Admissions  by  making  changes. 

In  the  case  of  a  competitive  rate,  however,  long  main- 
tenance is  not  conclusive  evidence  that  it  was  sufficiently 
high.*^  But,  even  so,  there  is  a  certain  presumption  that 
rates  largely  the  product  of  competition  are  reasonable 
rates.**  Reduction  to  meet  competitive  rate  via  short 
line,  is  not  an  admission  of  unreasonableness  of  former 
rate."  And  as  has  been  seen,  voluntary  reduction  is  not 
of  itself  evidence  of  unreasonableness  of  former  rates.** 
And  the  maintenance  of  rate  for  eight  years  is  a  strong 
admission  against  carrier  that  higher  rate  would  be  un- 
reasonable, unless  explained.**  The  existence  of  a  lower 
rate  in  the  somewhat  remote  past  does  not  necessarily 
prove  anything  of  value  in  ascertaining  the  reasonableness 
of  a  rate  existing  to-day.^    The  long  maintenance  of  an 


"  McMoiran  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry., 
2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  604,  3  I.  C.  C.  252. 

»» Audley  HiU  &  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  R.  225;  Commercial  Club 
of  Omaha  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  20  I.  C.  C. 
631. 

i^Anadarko  Cotton  Oil  Co.  y. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  R.  43; 
Riverside  Mills  v.  G.  R.  R.,  20  I.  C. 
C.  423. 

»  Audley  HiU  &  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  20 
I.  C.  C.  225. 


**  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  Eastern 
Case,  20 1.  C.  C.  243. 

"  American  Cigar  Co.  v.  P.  A  R. 
Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  81;  Georgia-Carolina 
Brick  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  148. 

"Carstens  Packing  Co.  v.  S.  P. 
Co.,  20  I.  C.  C.  165;  MaxweU  v.  W. 
F.  &  N.  W.  Ry.,  20  I.  C.  C.  197. 

^'Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Ex- 
change v.  S.  P.  Co.,  22  I.  C.  C.  149. 

'°  Enterprise  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
Ga.  R.  R.,  12 1.  C.  C.  130. 
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adjustment  of  rates  on  different  branches  of  a  road  will 
be  held  to  be  practically  an  admission  by  the  carrier  that 
the  relation  is  a  fair  one.^^  Where  a  reduction  is  made  to 
comply  with  an  order  of.  the  Commission,  such  reduction 
cannot  be  regarded  as  an  admission  that  the  former  rate 
was  unreasonable.*^  The  fact  that  a  certain  sum  for  a 
transit  service  is  fixed  upon  as  the  charge  throughout 
the  country  raises  the  presumption  that  this  rate  cov- 
ers not  only  the  cost  of  reconsignment  service,  but  a 
reasonable  profit  as  well.*^  Thus  the  fact  that  through- 
out substantially  the  entire  coimtry  malt  is  carried  at 
the  same  jate  as  barley  creates  a  strong  impression  that 
such  rate  is  compensatory.*^  An  admission  by  parties 
in  interest  may  relieve  a  carrier  of  burden  of  going  for- 
ward with  evidence.*^  While  a  stipulation  of  the  parties 
may  be  accepted  by  the  Commission,  inasmuch  as  the 
Commission  is  charged  with  the  enforcement  of  lawful 
rates,  it  cannot  at  all  times  accept  the  views  of  the  parties 
as  to  what  in  fact  is  the  lawful  rate  between  given  points 
on  a  specified  commodity.**^ 


§  1118.  Privilege  against  self-crimination. 

A  witness  is  protected  by  the  constitutional  provision 
from  being  compelled  to  disclose  the  circumstances  of  his 
offense,  or  the  sources  from  which  or  the  means  by  which 
evidence  of  its  commission,  or  of  his  connection  with  it, 
may  be  obtained  or  made  effectual  for  his  conviction. 
A  statutory  enactment  must  afford  absolute  immunity 
against  future  prosecution  for  the  offense  to  which  a  crim- 
inating question  relates,  in  order  to  supplant  the  constitu- 
tional privilege   of  a  person  to  refuse  to  be  a  witness 

"  Clearfield  Lumber  Co.  v.  C.  &  O.  "  Texas  Brewing  Co.  v.  A.,  T.  &  S. 

Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  211.  F.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  171. 

"Victor  Mfg.  Co.  v.  S.  Ry.,  21  «» Wisconsin  State  Millefs'  Ass'n 

I.  C.  C.  222.  V.  C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  23  I.  Q.  C. 

«» Detroit  Traffic  Ass'n  v.  L.  S.  &  494. 

M.  S.  Ry.,  21 1.  C.  C.  257.  «  Germain  Co.  v.  N.  O.  <!b  N.  K 


R.  R.,  17 1.  C.  C.  22. 
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against  himself.^  The  constitutional  guaranty  of  protec- 
tion against  being  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a 
witness  against  one's  self  is  sufficiently  satisfied  by  the 
provision  of  the  Act  as  it  now  reads.  In  what  is  now  the 
leading  case^^  the  Supreme  Court  said:  ''If;  as  was  justly 
observed  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  below,  witnesses 
staudrng  in  Brown's  position  were  at  Uberty  to  set  up  an 
immunity  from  testifying,  the  enforcement  of  the  inter- 
state commerce  law  or  other  analogous  Acts,  wherein  it  is 
for  the  interest  of  both  parties  to  conceal  their  misdoings, 
would  become  impossible,  since  it  is  only  from  the  mouths 
of  those  having  knowledge  of  the  inhibited  contracts  that 
the  facts  can  be  ascertained.  While  the  constitutional 
provision  in  question  is  justly  regarded  as  one  of  the 
most  valuable  prerogatives  of  the  citizen,  its  object  is 
fully  accomplished  by  the  statutory  immunity,  and  we 
are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  witness  was  compellable 
to  answer." 

§  1119.  Adverse  interest  of  witnesses  not  to  be  considered. 

In  proceedings  like  those  before  the  Commission,  which 
are  judicial  in  their  nature,  and  fairly  governed  by  the 
rules  and  principles  of  law  we  have  stated,  it  will  not  be 
said  to  be  a  sufficient  excuse  for  making  a  preliminary 
order  for  a  general  production  of  books,  papers,  and  docu- 
ments, that  petitioner  is  apprehensive  that  witnesses  might 
be  unfriendly,  and  refuse  to  answer  proper  questions,  or 
to  give  proper  information.  It  is  not  to  be  assumed  in 
advance  that  any  railroad  officer  or  agent,  any  more  than 
any  other  witness,  will  refuse  to  respond  to  any  question 
put  to  him,  unless  upon  the  advice  of  the  counsel  of  the 
company  that  the  question  is  improper.  The  probability 
would  seem  to  be  that  the  testimony  of  witnesses  (taken 
at  the  railroad  offices)  would  be  as  fully  brought  out  by 

'^  Counselman  y.  Hitchcock,  142  "  Brown  y.  Walker,  161  U.  S.  591, 
U.  S.  547,  35  L.  ed.  1110,  12  Sup.  Ct.  40  L.  ed.  819,  16  Sup.  Ct.  644,  5 
195, 3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  816.  Int.  Com.  Rep.  369. 
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deposition,  as  at  the  open  sessions  of  the  Commission.^ 
But  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  a  railroad  company 
can  safely  rely,  as  evidence  in  its  own  behalf,  upon  a  report 
made  and  filed  by  it  elsewhere.** 


§  1120.  Testimony  on  both  sides  should  be  h 

It  is  not  proper  for  railroad  companies  to  withhold  the 
larger  part  of  their  evidence  from  the  Commission,  and 
first  adduce  it  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  proceedings  by  the 
Commission  to  enforce  its  order.  The  purposes  of  the 
Act  of  Congress  call  for  a  full  inquiry  by  the  Commission 
m  the  first  instance.  The  Commission  is  an  administra- 
tive board,  and  the  courts  are  only  to  be  resorted  to  when 
the  Commission  prefers  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  by  a  direct  proceeding  in  the  court,  or  when  the 
orders  of  the  Commission  have  been  disregarded.'^  If  a 
production  of  the  books  is  necessary  in  any  case,  the 
Commission  would  be  disposed  to  hold  the  hearing,  or  at 
least  order  the  testimony  to  be  taken,  at  such  place  as 
would  reduce  the  trouble  and  inconvenience,  for  it  must 
be  apparent  that  the  mere  labor  of  searching  out  the  en- 
tries in  these  books  and  getting  them  together  from  the 
vast  accumulations  of  a  raikoad  office,  running  through 
long  periods  of  time,  would  be  enormous,  and  that  their 
production  at  a  far  distant  point,  for  the  purposes  of  a 
hearing,  in  indefinite  number  and  quantity,  might  be  un- 
justly oppressive,  as  well  as  very  seriously  inconvenient.'^ 

§  1121.  Production  of  books  and  papers. 

An  apphcation  for  the  compulsory  production  of  books 
and  papers ''  to  the  Commission  for  svbpcsna  duces  tecum 

*  Braggy  Commissioiier,  in  Rice  v.  y.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 

Cincinnati,  W.  &  B.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Rep.  193, 2  I.  C.  C.  304. 

Com.  Rep.  584,  3  I.  C.  C.  186.  »*  Rice  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  B.  R. 

» Seaboard    Air    L.    R.    Co.    v.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  584,  3  I.  C.  C. 

Florida,  203  U.  S.  261,  27  Sup.  Ct.  R.  186. 

(U.  S.)  109,  aff'g  8.  c.  48  Fla.  129,  37  »» Rice  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  B.  R. 

So.  314,  and  48  Fla.  150,  37  So.  658.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  584,  3  I.  C.  C. 

"  See  Spartanburg  Board  of  Trade  186. 
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may  be  denied,  as  applicable  to  contracts  and  papers  of 
third  persons  not  before  the  Commission,  on  the  gromid  of 
injustice  that  might  be  done  such  persons.^*  The  parties 
'  may  take  depositions,  by  consent,  in  advance  of  the  hear- 
mg;  or  witnesses  may  be  subpoenaed  from  the  different 
companies  proceeded  against,  and  a  notice  served  with  the 
subpoena  requiring  the  witness  to  furnish  the  published 
rates  and  tariffs  of  such  company,  for  a  specified  period, 
and  also  requiring  them  to  furnish  statements  of  the 
actual  charges  made  and  car  facilities  furnished,  during 
such  period,  to  the  persons  named  in  the  application,  if 
different  from  the  published  tariffs  and  schedules.  The 
Commission,  having  suggested  these  modes  of  procedure, 
has  added  that  if  a  railroad  company,  or  its  officers,  should 
refuse  to  furnish  the  proper  evidence  from  its  books  in 
some  such  reasonable  manner  as  is  here  indicated,  it 
might  then  become  necessary  to  resort  to  harsher  proceed- 
ings, either  by  an  examination  of  its  books  by  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  Commission,  or  by  requiring  the  produc- 
tion of  the  books  by  compulsory  process,  and  if  need  be, 
through  the  exercise  of  the  authority  of  the  courts,  as 
provided  in  the  statute.*^ 

§  1122.  Burden  of  establishing  case. 

The  complainant  has  the  burden  of  establishing  his 
case.  Where  a  claim  for  reparation  is  made  in  a  complaint 
of  unreasonable  railroad  rates,  the  biu'den  of  proof  is  on 
complainant  to  prove  the  rates  unreasonable.'*  He  has 
also  the  biu'den  of  showing  what  a  reasonable  rate  would 
be,  so  as  to  show  the  excess.  ^^  And  so  a  railroad  company 
which  seeks  to  release  itself  from  its  agreement  to  deliver 

**  Haddock  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  1    Int.   Com.   Rep.   375;   Perry   v. 

R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com.  Rep.  302,  4  I.  C.  Florida,  C.  &  P.  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com. 

C.  296.  Rep.  740,  5  I.  C.  C.  97;  Brownell  v. 

**  Commissioner,  in  Rice  y.  Cin-  Columbus  &  C.  M.  R.  R.,  4  Int.  Com. 

dnnati,  W.  &  B.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  285, 5 1.  C.  C.  638. 
Rep.  684,  3  I. C.  C.  186.  "Holmes  v.   Southern  R.   R.,  8 

M  Harding  v.  Chicago  A  A.  R.  R.,  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  561. 
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goods  for  a  specified  freight  rate^  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  is  illegal  because  the  rate  specified  is  less  than 
that  fixed  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  has 
the  burden  of  proving  that  the  contract  was  necessarily 
unlawful,  and  not  merely  that  it  might  have  been  so.^ 
The  burden  of  proof  of  the  unreasonableness  of  a  rate  may, 
therefore,  be  said  to  be  clearly  on  the  complainant.^ 
Where  a  complainant  seeks  to  disturb  a  rate  adjustment 
of  long  standing  he  should  take  upon  himself  the  burden 
of  establishing  clearly  the  necessity  for  an  investigation 
and  the  reasonableness  of  its  demand.^  In  awards  of 
reparation  there  must  be  that  degree  of  certainty  and 
satisfactory  conviction  in  the  mind  and  judgment  of  Com- 
mission as  would  be  necessary  under  well-established 
principles  of  law  as  the  basis  for  judgment  in  a  court.« 
The  Commission  cannot  demand  conclusive  proof  of  un- 
reasonableness; the  preponderance  of  evidence  is,  of  course, 
suflBcient.*^  Where  rates  were  reduced  at  one  point  while 
no  reduction  was  made  at  a  related  point,  the  burden 
would  be  upon  the  carrier  to  explain  such  adjustment/' 
And  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  carrier  to  justify  any 
departure  from  the  general  rule  prescribed  by  the  Act  by 
showing  that  the  circumstances  and  conditions  attending 
the  long  and  short  hauls  respectively  are  substantially 
dissimilar.** 


§  1123.  Burden  of  justifying  advances. 
Under  the  Act  as  amended  in  1910  the  burden  is  on  the 


"  Southern  Pacific  Co.  v.  Redding 
(Tex.  av.  App.),  43  S.  W.  1061. 

»•  Loftufl  V.  Pullman  Co.,  19  I.  C. 
C.  102. 

«  Taylor  v.  M.  P.  Ry.,  15  I.  C.  C. 
165. 

^^Anadarko  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v. 
A.,  T.  &  S.  Ry.,  20 1.  C.  C.  43. 

**  Thompson  Lumber  Co.  v.  I.  C. 
C,  193  Fed.  682. 

**  In  re  Advances  on  Cement,  24 
I.  C.  C.  290. 
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**  Re  Louisville  &  Nashville  R.  Co., 
1  Int.  Com.  Rep.  278,  1  I.  C.  C.  31; 
Spartanburg  Board  of  Trade  v. 
Richmond  &  D.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  193,  2  L  C.  C.  304;  Re  Chicago, 
S.  P.  &  K.  C.  R.  R.,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep. 
137,  2  I.  C.  C.  231;  Raworth  v. 
Northern  Pacific  R.  R.,  3  Int.  Com. 
Rep.  857,  5  I.  C.  C.  234;  Phillips  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  8 1.  C.  C.  R^. 
93. 
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carrier  to  prove  the  reasonableness  of  advanced  rates.  ^^ 
Carriers  must  satisfy  minds  of  Commission  that  advanced 
rates  are  just  and  reasonable;  under  English  Act  burden 
is  on  carrier  to  justify  "the  increase  of  the  rate/'  but 
under  our  Act  of  1910  the  burden  is  on  the  carrier  to  show 
that  the  "increased  rate"  is  reasonable/*  The  burden  is 
also  on  the  carrier,  imder  the  fourth  section  as  amended 
in  1910,  to  justify  a  deviation  from  the  long-short-haul 
clause.^^  To  justify  a  departure  from  the  fourth  section 
as  amended  the  carrier  must  prove  that  by  such  deviation 
no  provision  of  the  Act  will  be  violated  and  that  no  in- 
justice will  be  done  to  the  intermediate  point.  ^®  The 
burden  of  proof  being  on  the  defendant,  suflBcient  reason 
must  be  shown  why  articles  should  be  advanced  in 
official  classification  from  second  to  first  class. '^^  And  the 
withdrawal  of  through  rates,  leaving  a  higher  combina- 
tion in  eflfect,  casts  the  burden  of  justifying  this  advance 
upon  the  carriers."*  Likewise  the  withdrawal  of  propor- 
tional rates,  leaving  higher  local  rates  in  effect,  casts  the 
burden  upon  the  carriers.^^  And  the  biu'den  of  justifying 
increased  minimum  weight  falls  upon  the  carriers.^*  A 
carrier  must  prove  that  the  advanced  rate  is  reasonable 
and  that  it  does  not  result  in  imjust  discrimination  or 
imdue  prejudice."  The  burden  of  proof  to  justify  a  sus- 
pended advance  being  upon  the  carriers,  if  they  fail  to 
sustain  such  burden  the  advance  will  not  be  permitted. ^^ 


**  In  re  Investigation  of  Advances 
in  Rates  on  Grain,  21  I.  C.  C.  R.  22; 
In  re  Advances  in  Rates  on  Locomo- 
tives and  Tenders,  21 1.  C.  C.  R.  103. 

^  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  Eastern 
Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  243;  In  re  Advances 
in  Rates,  Western  Case,  20 1.  C.  R. 
307. 

«  City  of  Spokane  v.  N.  P.  Ry.,  21 
I.  C.  C.  400;  Railroad  Commission  of 
Nevada  v.  S.  P.  Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  329. 

^  Railroad  Commission  of  Nevada 
V.  S.  P.  Co.,  21 1.  C.  C.  329. 


^  Davis  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v. 
P.  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.,  22 1.  C.  C.  291. 

■®In  re  Advances  on  Coal,  23 
I.  C.  C.  R.  518. 

^^  Wisconsin  State  Millers'  Ass'n  v. 
C,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.,  23  I.  C.  C. 
494. 

**  In  re  Advances  on  Potatoes,  23 
I.  C.  C.  69. 

*'  In  re  Advances  on  Barley,  20  I. 
C.  C.  664. 

**  In  re  Advances  on  Iron  and  Steel 
Articles,  22  I.  C.  C.  486. 
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It  might  be  noted  in  this  connection  that  on  February  11 , 
1915,  the  Commission  gave  notice  of  a  ruling  to  the  effect 
that  where  schedules  containing  advances  in  rates  are  filed, 
the  carrier  should  fully  state  the  extent  of  the  advances 
and  the  reasons  relied  upon  by  it  to  justify  them,  and  that 
it  was  also  highly  desirable  that  protestants  against  any 
such  advances  should  file  their  objections  with  the  Conmiis- 
sion  before  the  date  set  in  the  schedule  for  their  going  into 
effect  unless  suspended. 
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It  might  be  noted  in  this  connection  that  on  February  11, 
1915,  the  Commission  gave  notice  of  a  ruling  to  the  effect 
that  where  schedules  containing  advances  in  rates  are  filed, 
the  carrier  should  fully  state  the  extent  of  the  advances 
and  the  reasons  relied  upon  by  it  to  justify  them,  and  that 
it  was  also  highly  desirable  that  protestants  against  any 
such  advances  should  file  their  objections  with  the  Commis- 
sion before  the  date  set  in  the  schedule  for  their  going  into 
effect  unless  suspended. 
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CHAPTER  XXIV 

JUDICIAL  REVIEW   OF   COMMISSION   ACTION 

S  1130.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 
1131.  Further  provisions. 

Topic  A.  Basis  of  Judicial  Determination 

§  1132.  Jurisdictional  limitations  upon  Commission  action. 

1133.  The  nature  of  the  Gonmiission. 

1134.  The  functions  of  the  Commission. 

1135.  Preliminary  action  by  the  Commission  necessary. 

1136.  Certain  consequences  of  this  doctrine. 

1137.  Appeal  from  the  Commission  to  the  courts. 

1138.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts. 

1139.  Constitutional  and  statutory  limitations  distinguished. 

Topic  B.  Grounds  of  Invalidity  of  Commission  Action 

§  1140.  Action  under  an  unconstitutional  statute. 

1141.  Action  not  within  the  statute. 

1142.  Action  in  violation  of  constitutional  guarantees. 

1143.  Action  after  an  inadequate  hearing. 

1144.  Action  upon  mistaken  conclusions  of  law. 

1145.  Action  contrary  to  evidence. 

1146.  Limitation  to  evidence  in  the  record. 

1147.  Conclusiveness  of  Commission  findings. 

Topic  C.  Procedure  for  Determining  Validity  of  Commission  AcHon 

S  1148.  Temporary  restraining  order. 

1149.  Injunction  against  enforcement. 

1150.  Balance  of  equities. 

1151.  Appeal  from  the  district  court  on  petitions  for  injunctions. 

1152.  Sufficiency  of  averments. 

1153.  Necessary  and  proper  parties. 

1154.  Venue  of  enforcement  suits. 

1155.  Introduction  of  new  evidence. 

Topic  D,  Enforcement  Proceedings  in  the  Courts 

{  1156.  Functions  of  the  Commission  in  the  enforcement  of  the  Act. 
1157.  Judicial  process  in  aid  of  proceedings  before  the  Commission. 
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§  1158.  Judicial  action  necessary  to  the  enforcement  of  orders. 

1159.  Parties  to  enforcement  suits. 

1160.  Orders  unenforceable  because  of  defects. 

1161.  Power  of  the  courts  to  modify  orders  of  the  Commission. 

1162.  Sufficiency  of  averments. 

1163.  Recovery  on  a  reparation  order  of  the  Commission. 

1164.  Findings  of  the  Conunission  as  evidence. 


§  1130.  Provisions  of  the  Act. 

The  Act  for  the  creation  of.  the  C!ommerce  C!ourt  pro- 
vided that  it  should  have  the  jurisdiction  then  possessed 
by  the  United  States  circuit  courts  over  (1)  all  cases  for  the 
enforcement,  otherwise  than  by  adjudication  and  collec- 
tion of  a  forfeiture  or  penalty  or  by  infliction  of  criminal 
punishment,  of  any  order  of  the  Commission  other  than 
for  the  payment  of  money;  (2)  all  cases  brought  to  enjoin, 
set  aside,  annul,  or  suspend  in  whole  or  in  part  any  order  of 
the  Commission ;  (3)  certain  cases  under  the  Elkins  Act,  and 
(4)  certain  mandamus  proceedings.  The  District  Court  Ju- 
risdiction Act  of  October  22,  1913  abolished  the  Commerce 
Court,  and  provided  that  its  jurisdiction  "should  be  trans- 
ferred to  and  vested  in  the  several  district  courts  of  the 
United  States."  If  after  a  hearing  on  a  complaint,  the 
Commission  shall  determine  that  any  party  complainant 
is  entitled  to  an  award  of  dami^es  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  for  a  violation  thereof,  the  Commission  shall 
make  an  order  directing  the  carrier  to  pay  to  the  com- 
plainant the  sum  to  which  he  is  entitled  on  or  before  a 
day  named.  If  a  carrier  does  not  comply  with  an  order 
for  the  payment  of  money  within  the  time  limit  in  such 
order,  the  Act  formerly  provided  that  the  complainant,  or 
any  person  for  whose  benefit  such  order  was  made,  may 
file  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict in  which  he  resides  or  in  which  is  located  the  principal 
operating  office  of  the  carrier,  or  through  which  the  road 
of  the  carrier  runs,  or  in  any  State  court  of  general  ju- 
risdiction having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties,  a  petition 
setting  forth  briefly  the  causes  for  which  he  claims  dam- 
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ages,  and  the  order  of  the  Commission  in  the  premises. 
But  it  is  somewhat  doubtful  as  to  how  much  this  has  been 
modified  by  the  venue  clause  of  the  District  Court  Juris- 
diction Act  of  1913,  which  provides  that  the  venue  of  all 
suits  for  the  enforcement  of  the  Act  shall  be  in  the  judi- 
cial district  wherein  is  the  residence  of  any  of  the  parties 
upon  whose  petition  the  order  was  made.  Such  suit  in  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  shall  proceed  in  all  re- 
spects like  other  civil  suits  for  damages,  except  that  on  the 
trial  of  such  suit  the  findings  and  order  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated, 
and  except  that  the  petitioner  shall  not  be  liable  for  costs 
in  the  district  court  nor  for  costs  at  any  subsequent  stage 
of  the  proceedings  unless  they  accrue  upon  his  appeal.  If 
the  petitioner  shall  finally  prevail  he  shall  be  allowed  a 
reasonable  attorney's  fee,  to  be  taxed  and  collected  as  a 
part  of  the  costs  of  the  suit.  All  complaints  for  the  recov- 
ery of  damages  shall  be  filed  with  the  Commission  within 
two  years  from  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  and 
not  after,  and  a  petition  for  the  enforcement  of  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  money  shall  be  filed  in  the  district  court 
within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  order,  and  not  after. 
In  such  suits  all  parties  in  whose  favor  the  Commission 
may  have  made  an  award  for  damages  by  a  single  order 
may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs,  and  all  of  the  carriers  parties  to 
such  order  awarding  such  damages  may  be  joined  as  de- 
fendants, and  such  suit  may  be  maintained  by  such  joint 
plaintiffs  and  against  such  joint  defendants  in  any  district 
where  any  one  of  such  joint  plaintiffs  could  maintain  such 
suit  against  any  one  of  such  joint  defendants;  and  service 
of  process  against  any  one  of  such  defendants  as  may  not 
be  found  in  the  district  where  the  suit  is  brought  may  be 
made  in  any  district  where  such  defendant  carrier  has  its 
principal  operating  office.  In  case  of  such  joint  suit  the 
recovery,  if  any,  may  be  by  judgment  in  favor  of  any 
one  of  such  plaintiffs  against  the  defendant  found  to  be 
liable  to  such  plaintiff. 
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§  1131.  Further  proYisions. 

Any  carrier,  any  ofiBcer,  representative,  or  agent  of  a 
carrier,  or  any  receiver,  trustee,  lessee,  or  agent  of  either 
of  them,  who  knowingly  fails  or  neglects  to  obey  any 
order  made  under  the  provisions  of  section  fifteen  of  this 
Act  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars  for  each  offense.  Every  distinct  viola- 
tion shall  be  a  separate  offense,  and  in  case  of  a  continuing 
violation  each  day  shall  be  deemed  a  separate  offense. 
The  forfeitures  provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  be  payable 
into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  re- 
coverable in  a  civil  suit  in  the  name  of  the  United  States, 
brought  in  the  district  where  the  carrier  has  its  principal 
operating  office,  or  in  any  district  through  which  the  road 
of  the  carrier  runs.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  various 
district  attorneys,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States,  to  prosecute  for  the  recovery 
of  forfeitures.  The  costs  and  expenses  of  such  prosecution 
shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  the  expenses  of 
the  courts  of  the  United  States.  If  any  carrier  fails  or 
neglects  to  obey  any  order  of  the  Commission  other  than 
for  the  payment  of  money,  while  the  same  is  in  effect,  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  or  any  party  injured 
thereby,  or  the  United  States,  by  its  Attorney  General, 
may  apply  to  the  district  court  for  the  enforcement  of  such 
order.  If,  after  hearing,  that  court  determines  that  the 
order  was  regularly  made  and  duly  served,  and  that  the 
carrier  is  in  disobedience  of  the  same,  the  court  shall  en- 
force obedience  to  such  order  by  a  writ  of  injunction  or 
other  proper  process,  mandatory  or  otherwise,  to  restrain 
such  carrier,  its  officers,  agents,  or  representatives,  from 
further  disobedience  of  such  order,  or  to  enjoin  upon  it  or 
them  obedience  to  the  same.  The  venue  of  any  suit 
brought  to  enforce,  suspend,  or  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  any  order  of  the  Commission  is  in  the  judicial  district 
wherein  is  the  residence  of  the  party  or  any  of  the  parties 
upon  whose  petition  the  order  was  made,  except  that  where 
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the  order  does  not  relate  to  transportation  or  is  not  made 
upon  the  petition  of  any  party  the  venue  shall  be  in  the 
district  where  the  matter  complained  of  in  the  petition 
before  the  Commission  arises,  and  except  that  when  the 
order  does  not  relate  to  transportation  or  to  a  matter  so 
complained  of  before  the  Commission,  the  matter  covered 
by  the  order  shall  be  deemed  to  arise  in  the  district  where 
one  of  the  petitioners  in  court  has  either  its  principal  office, 
or  its  principal  operating  office.  The  procedure  in  the 
district  courts  in  respect  to  cases  on  which  jurisdiction  is 
conferred  upon  them  by  the  District  Court  Jurisdiction 
Act  is  the  same  as  that  which  prevailed  in  the  Commerce 
Court.  Any  application  for  an  interlocutory  injunction 
suspending  or  restraining  any  order  of  the  Commission 
must  be  presented  to  three  judges,  at  least  one  of  whom 
must  be  a  circuit  judge,  and  may  be  granted  only  with  the 
concurrence  of  a  majority  of  such  judges.  In  a  case  where 
irreparable  damage  is  threatened,  by  the  same  procedure 
and  after  three  days'  notice  to  the  Commission  and  to  the 
Attorney  General,  a  temporary  restraining  order  may  be 
granted.  An  appeal  may  be  taken  direct  to  the  Supreme 
Court  from  an  order  granting  or  denying  an  interlocutory 
injunction  if  taken  within  30  days,  or  from  a  final  judgment 
or  decree,  if  taken  within  60  days.  The  hearing  upon  an 
application  for  an  interlocutory  injunction  shall  be  in  every 
way  expedited  and  be  assigned  for  a  hearing  at  the  earUest 
practicable  day.  In  order  to  discharge  the  duties  imp)osed 
upon  it  by  the  Act,  the  Commission  is  empowered  to  re- 
quire by  subpoena  the  attendance  and  testimony  of  wit- 
nesses and  the  production  of  papers.  Should  the  Commission 
require  the  assistance  of  the  courts  to  obtain  necessary 
evidence,  the  Act  authorizes  the  district  courts  to  compel 
the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  papers. 
Testimony  thus  given  may  not  be  used  against  the  witness 
in  any  subsequent  criminal  proceeding.  In  passing  upon 
the  Commission's  application,  the  courts  will  determine 
whether  the  testimony  or  papers  are  required  for  a  purpose 
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within  the  Commission's  jurisdiction.  On  appUcation  of 
the  Attorney  General  at  the  request  of  the  Commission, 
alleging  a  violation  of  any  provision  of  the  Act  by  a  carrier, 
the  district  courts  may  enforce  the  same  by  a  writ  of  man- 
damus. Nothing  in  the  Act  shall  in  any  way  abridge  or 
alter  any  of  the  remedies  already  existing  at  common  law 
or  by  statute,  but  the  remedies  provided  by  the  Act  are 
in  addition  thereto. 

§  1132.  Jurisdictional  limitations  upon  Commission  action. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  several  times 
within  the  past  few  years  enumerated  the  various  classes  of 
cases  in  which  it  has  concluded  that  it  is  its  duty  to  set  aside 
the  action  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  In 
one  case  the  following  were  set  forth  as  the  grounds  for 
taking  such  action.  In  determining  whether  an  order  of 
the  Commission  shall  be  suspended  or  set  aside,  the  Supreme 
Court  must  consider  (a)  all  relevant  questions  of  constitu- 
tional power  or  right;  (b)  all  pertinent  questions  as  to 
whether  the  administrative  order  is  within  the  scope!  of  the 
delegated  authority  imder  which  it  purports  to  have  been 
made ;  and  (c)  whether,  even  although  the  order  be  in  form 
within  the  delegated  power,  nevertheless,  it  must  be  treated 
as  not  embraced  therein,  because  its  authority  has  been 
manifested  in  such  an  unreasonable  manner  as  to  cause  it  to 
be  within  the  elementary  rule  that  the  substance,  and  not 
the  shadow,  determines  the  vaUdity  of  the  exercise  of  the 
power ;  but  (d)  the  Supreme  Court  may  not,  under  the  guise 
of  exerting  judicial  power,  usurp  merely  administrative 
functions  by  setting  aside  a  lawful  order  upon  its  conception 
as  to  whether  the  administrative  power  has  been  wisely 
exercised.^*  It  will  be  noted  that  by  putting  (a)  and  (b) 
first  in  order  the  court  emphasizes  the  fundamental  distinc- 
tion ;  and  it  then  not  improperly  adds  such  working  rules  as 
(c)  and  (d),  which  might  upon  analysis  be  resolved  into  the 

<^*  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-      452,   54   L.    ed.    280,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
sion  V.  lUiDois  Central  Ry.,  215  U.  S.      155. 

[1026] 


Judicial  Review  of  Commission  Action    [  §  1133 

elementary  principles.  In  a  recent  case  is  given  a  still  more 
elaborate  list  of  instances  in  which  the  courts  will  set  aside  the 
orders  of  the  Commission.  ''There  has  been  no  attempt  to 
make  an  exhaustive  statement  of  the  principle  involved,  but  in 
cases  thus  far  decided,  it  has  been  settled  that  the  orders  of 
the  Commission  are  final  unless  (1)  beyond  the  power  which 
it  could  constitutionally  exercise ;  or  (2)  beyond  its  statutory 
power;  or  (3)  based  upon  mistake  of  law.  But  questions  of 
fact  may  be  involved  in  the  determination  of  questions  of 
law,  so  that  an  order,  regular  on  its  face,  may  be  set  aside  if  it 
appears  that  (4)  the  rate  is  so  low  as  to  be  confiscatory  and 
in  violation  of  the  constitutional  prohibition  against  taking 
property  without  due  process  of  law ;  or  (5)  if  the  Commission 
acted  so  arbitrarily  and  unjustly  as  to  fix  rates  contrary  to 
evidence,  or  without  evidence  to  support  it;  or  (6)  if  the 
authority  therein  involved  has  been  exercised  in  such  an  un- 
reasonable manner  as  to  cause  it  to  be  within  the  elementary 
rule  that  the  substance,  and  not  the  shadow,  determines  the 
validity  of  the  exercise  of  the  power."  '^  While  it  has  long 
been  the  tendency  of  the  courts  in  the  interest  of  justice  to 
enlarge  their  jurisdiction  by  construction  in  cases  of  reason- 
able doubt,  a  similar  course  on  the  part  of  an  administra- 
tive and  quasi-legislative  body,  such  as  the  Commission, 
would  be  of  questionable  propriety.  Being  a  special  tri- 
bunal, it  ought  not  in  any  event  to  enlarge  its  territorial 
jurisdiction  by  intendment,  but  should  exercise  its  pow- 
ers only  under  the  clearly  expressed  authority  of  the 
Act." 

§  1133.  The  nature  of  the  Commission. 

The  somewhat  mixed  functions  of  the  Commission  and 
its  peculiar  status  are  indicated  by  the  various  descriptive 
terms  which  have  been  applied  to  it  by  both  the  Commis- 
sion and  the  courts.    It  has  been  held  to  be  a  body  corporate 

"  Interstate   Ck)mmerce   Commis-         "  In  re  Jurisdiction  in  Alaska,  19 
sion  V.  Union  Pacific  Ry.,  322  U.  S.      I.  C.  C.  81,  93. 
541,  56  L.  ed.  308,  32  Sup.  Ct.  108. 
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with  legal  capacity  to  appear  as  party  plaintiff  or  defendant 
in  the  Federal  courts.^  It  has  also  been  described  as  an 
administrative  board  ^  or  an  administrative  tribunaL** 
It  has  frequently  been  hdd  to  have  quasi-judicial  pow«/^ 
and  in  one  case  it  was  said  that  its  functions  were  those  of 
referees  or  special  commissioners.*'  Before  the  rate  law  of 
1906  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  it  was  vested  with  powers 
partly  judicial  and  partly  executive,  but  not  l^i^tive." 
But  in  a  recent  case  the  Supreme  Court,  in  distinguishing 
the  Commission's  power  to  award  reparation  and  its  au* 
thority  to  fix  rates,  uses  these  words:  ''One  is  made  by  the 
Commission  in  its  quasi-judicial  capacity  to  measure  past 
injuries  sustained  by  a  private  shipper;  the  other  in  its 
quasi-l^slative  capacity,  to  prevent  future  injury  to  the 
public."  *^  The  Commission  has  characterized  itself  as  an 
administrative  body,*^  and  as  an  administrative  and  quasi- 
legislative  body,^  but  with  a  jurisdiction  analogpus  to  that 
of  a  court  of  equity .•^  It  has  further  said  that  it  is  ''a  select 
jury  to  pass  upon  the  reasonableness  and  justice  of  railroad 
rates,  rules  and  practices."  •*  The  authority  of  the  Commis- 
sion to  control  the  charges  of  carriers  was  for  a  long  time 


"  Texas  A  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commiflsion,  162 
U.  8.  197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct. 

£t£L£L 
OOO* 

■•  Cincimiati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
162  U.  S.  184,  40  L.  ed.  935,  27  Sup. 

I' Texas  &  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Abilene 
Cotton  Oil  Co.,  204  U.  S.  426,  51 
L.  ed.  553,  27  Sup.  Ct.  350. 

*^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  64  Fed. 
981;  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  73  Fed.  409; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  76  Fed.  183; 
Texas  &  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  162  U.  S. 
197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666; 
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Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  167  U.  S.  479, 
42  L.  ed.  243,  17  Sup.  Ct.  896. 

WK.  &  I.  B.  Co.  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  37 
Fed.  567. 

^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  167 
U.  S.  479,  42  L.  ed.  243,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
896. 

•*  Baer  Brothers  v.  D.  &  R.  G.  By., 
233  U.  S.  479,  58  L.  ed.  1055,  34  Sup. 
Ct.  641. 

«M.  &  K.  Shippers'  Ass'n  v. 
M.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.,  12 1.  C.  C.  483. 

*/n  re  Jurisdiction  in  Alaska^  19 
I.  C.  C.  81. 

^  Railway  Conmiission  of  Ohio  v. 
H.  V.  Ry.,  12  I.  C.  C.  398. 

^Inre  Advances  in  Rates — ^West- 
em  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  307. 
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a  subject  of  controversy,  because  the  vesting  of  such  author- 
ity in  the  Commissions  seemed  to  be  a  delegation  by  Congress 
of  its  legislative  power.  This  doubt  was  due  to  the  fact  that 
in  common-law  jurisdictions  the  distinction  between  legis- 
lation and  administration  has  not  been  extensively  applied, 
and  even  yet,  courts  which  do  not  question  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  powers  vested  in  administrative  commis- 
sions continue  to  describe  them  as  legislative  bodies.**  In 
the  case  of  the  Commission,  however,  it  is  now  well  recognized 
that  its  authority  over  the  charges  of  carriers  is  adminis- 
trative rather  than  legislative.  Congress  has  laid  down 
general  rules  with  regard  to  rates  and  has  created  the  Com- 
mission as  an  administrative  agent  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
forcing them.^ 

§  1134.  The  functions  of  the  Commission. 

A  fundamental  function  of  the  Commission  is  to  make 
findings  of  fact  in  the  cases  which  come  before  it.  Whether 
a  rate  is  reasonable,'^  or  discriminatory,^^  whether  a  carrier's 


*The  courts  may  not  substitute 
their  judgment  as  to  rates  ''for  that 
of  the  legislature  or  of  the  raibK>ad 
commission  exercising  its  delegated 
power."  Louisville  &  Nashville  Ry. 
V.  Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298,  58  L.  ed. 
220,  34  Sup.  Ct.  48. 

^  Buttfield  V.  Stranahan,  102  U.  S. 
470,  48  L.  ed.  525,  24  Sup.  Ct.  340; 
Union  Bridge  Co.  v.  United  States, 
204  U.  S.  364,  51  L.  ed.  523,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  367;  United  States  v.  Grimaud, 
220  U.  S.  506,  55  L.  ed.  563,  31  Sup. 
Ct.  480;  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  Goodrich  Transit  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  104,  56  L.  ed.  720,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
436;  Kansas  City  Southern  Ry.  v. 
United  States,  231  U.  S.  423, 58  L.  ed. 
206,  34  Sup.  Ct.  125. 

"  ancinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
162  U.  S.  184,  40  L.  ed.  035,  16  Sup. 
Ct.   700;   Texas  &   Pacific  Ry.  v. 


Interstate  Conunerce  Commission, 
162  U.  S.  107,  40  L.  ed.  040,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  666;  Illinois  Central  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
206  U.  S.  441,  51  L.  ed.  1128, 27  Sup. 
Ct.  700;  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  C,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.,  218 
U.  S.  88,  54  L.  ed.  046,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
651;  So.  Pac.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  210  U.  S.  433, 
55  L.  ed.  283,  31  Sup.  Ct.  288;  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  v.  Nor. 
Pac.  Ry.,  222  U.  S.  541,  56  L.  ed.  308, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  108;  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville Ry.  V.  Garrett,  231  U.  S.  208, 
58  L.  ed.  220,  34  Sup.  Ct.  48;  Atchi- 
son, T.  Sc  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  United  States, 
232  U.  S.  100;  Boston  &  Maine  Ry. 
v.  Hooker,  233  U.  S.  07, 58  L.  ed.  868, 
34  Sup.  Ct.  526. 

^*  Illinois  Cent.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  206  U.  S. 
441,  51  L.  ed.  1128,  27  Sup.  Ct.  700; 

[1029] 


§  1134  ]  Railroad  Rate  REGUiiATiON 

practice  operates  as  a  preference,^^  whether  a  spur-track  is 
part  of  a  carrier's  terminal  facilities,^*  whether  there  is  com- 
petition between  carriers,^^ — all  these  are  questions  of  fact, 
which  are  peculiarly  within  the  province  of  the  Commission. 
The  latter  is  an  expert  body,  ^*  and  its  findings  are  treated  with 
the  respect  "due  to  the  judgments  of  a  tribunal  appointed  by 
law  and  informed  by  experience."  When  based  upon  evi- 
dence, the  Commission's  determinations  of  fact  are  conclusive, 
and  will  not  be  re-examined  in  the  courts.''^  ''This  court," 
said  Justice  Hughes, ''  cannot  substitute  its  judgment  for  that 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  upon  matters  of  fact 
within  the  province  of  the  Commission."  ^*  Even  when  the 
facts  are  undisputed,  it  is  the  judgment  of  the  Commission 
and  not  of  the  courts  which  is  to  govern.  And  if  the  Com- 
mission, through  an  erroneous  construction  of  the  Act,  has 
failed  to  find  the  facts,  the  courts  will  not  themselves  pro- 
ceed to  an  original  investigation,  but  will  correct  the  error  of 
law  and  remand  the  case  to  the  Commission  for  the  due  dis- 
charge of  its  functions.^*    Even  if  the  language  of  the  Act 

Baltimore  &   Ohio   Ry.   v.   United  441,  51  L.  ed.  1128,  27  Sup.  Ct.  700; 

States,  215  U.  S.  481,  54  L.  ed.  292,  Baltimore  Sc  O.  R.  Ck>.  v.  United 

30  Sup.  Ct.  164;  Interstate  Com-  States,  215  U.  S.  481,  54  L.  ed.  292, 
merce  Commission  v.  D.,  L.  &  W.  SOSup.Ct.  Rep.  164;  Interstate  Com- 
Ry.,  220  U.  S.  235,  55  L.  ed.  448,  31  merce  Commission  v.  Delaware,  L.  & 
Sup.  Ct.  392.  W.  R.  Co.,  220  U.  S.  235,  55  L.  ed. 

7'  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Ry.  v.  Pitcaim  448,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  392;  Interstate 

Coal  Co.,  215  U.  S.  481,  54  L.  ed.  Commerce  Commission  v.  Union  P. 

292,    30    Sup.    Ct.    164;    Interstate  R.  Co.,  222  U.  S.  541,  56  L.  ed.  308, 

Commerce  Commission  v.  D.,  L.  &  32   Sup.    Ct.    Rep.    108;    Interstate 

W.  Ry.,  220  U.  S.  235,  55  L.  ed.  448,  Commerce  Commission  v.  Louisville 

31  Sup.  Ct.  392.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  227  U.  8.  88,  57  L.  ed. 
7^  Los  Angeles  Switching  Case,  234  431,  33  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  185;  Atchison, 

U.  S.  294,  58  L.  ed.  1319,  34  Sup.  Ct.  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  United  States, 

814.  232  U.  S.  199,  58  L.  ed.  568,  34  Sup. 

^'  Illinois  Central  Ry .  v.  Interstate  Ct.  Rep.  291 ;  Los  Angeles  Switching 

Commerce  Commission,   206  U.   S.  Case,  234  U.  S.  294,  58  L.  ed.  1319, 

441,  51  L.  ed.  1128,  27  Sup.  Ct.  700.  34  Sup.  Ct.  814. 

"  Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  "  United  States  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 

42  L.  ed.  819, 18  Sup.  Ct.  418;  Joynes  235  U.  S.  314,  35  Sup.  Ct.  113. 

V.  Penn.  Ry.,  17  I.  C.  C.  361.  "  Interstate   Commerce   Commi»- 

"  Illinois  Central  Ry.  v.  Interstate  sion  v.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  181  U. 

Commerce  Commission,   206  U.  S.  S.  29,  45  L.  ed.  729,  21  Sup.  Ct.  512. 
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were  not  clear^  it  is  obvious  that  the  ends  which  Congress 
had  in  view  in  the  enactment  of  the  Act  and  its  amendments 
could  not  be  attained  by  any  other  construction.  This  body 
of  legislation  imposes  upon  both  carriers  and  shippers  many 
obligations  to  which  they  had  not  before  been  subject,  and 
these  require,  in  the  words  of  Chief  Justice  White,  "official 
unity  of  action  which  could  only  be  brought  about  by  a 
single  administrative  initiative  and  primary  control.  To 
that  end  the  Act  (sec.  11)  created  an  administrative  body 
endowed  with  what  may  be  in  some  respects  qualified  as 
quasi-judicial  attributes,  to  whom  was  confided  the  enforce- 
ment of  those  provisions  of  the  Act  which  essentially  exacted 
unity  in  order  that  they  might  beneficially  operate."  ^ 
Such  being  the  function  of  the  Commission,  it  must  be  al- 
lowed a  large  degree  of  discretion  as  to  the  evidence  upon 
which  it  will  base  its  judgments,*^  and  its  findings  must  be 
given  a  presumption  of  truth.**  Hence  in  proceedings 
brought  to  enforce  an  order  of  the  Commission,  a  carrier 
which  disputes  the  finding  of  facts  upon  which  it  was  based 
must  assume  the  burden  of  proof.**  But  on  the  other  hand, 
should  the  Commission  abuse  its  discretion  and  under  the 
guise  of  an  administrative  order  should  draw  up  what  would 
amount  to  a  code,  such  action  would  transcend  its  admin- 
istrative functions  and  would  be  invaUd.*^ 


*  Proctor  and  Gamble  v.  United 
States,  225  U.  8.  282,  56  L.  ed.  1091, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  761;  Texas  &  Pacific  Ry. 
V.  Abilene  CJotton  Oil  Co.,  204  U.  S. 
426,  51  L.  ed.  653,  27  Sup.  Ct.  350; 
Mitchell  Coal  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry.,  230 
U.  S.  247,  57  L.  ed.  1472,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
916. 

•'Louisville  &  Nashville  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
184  Fed.  118,  195  Fed.  541;  Atchison, 
Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Ry.  v.  United 
States,  203  Fed.  56. 

"Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Louisville  &  Nashville  Ry., 
102  Fed.  709,  118  Fed.  616;  Atlantic 


Coast  line  Ry.  v.  Florida,  203  U.  S. 
256,  51  L.  ed.  174,  27  Sup.  Ct.  108; 
IlUnois  Cent.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  206  U.  S.  441, 
51  L.  ed.  1128, 27  Sup.  Ct.  700;  Inter- 
state Conmierce  Commission  v.  C,  R. 
I.  &  P.  Ry.,  218  U.  S.  88,  54  L.  ed. 
946,  30  Sup.  Ct.  651. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  L.  &  N.  Rd.  Co.,  118  Fed. 
613;  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  C.  H.  &  D.  Ry.,  146  Fed. 
559. 

"  La.  &  Pac.  Ry.  v.  United  States, 
209  Fed.  24. 
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§  1136.  Preliminary   action  by   the   Commission  neces- 
sary. 

Section  9  of  the  Act  provides  that  any  persons  claiming 
to  be  damaged  by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
Act  may  either  make  complaint  to  the  Commission  in  the 
prescribed  mode  or  may  bring  suit  in  their  own  behalf  in 
any  district  court  of  the  United  States  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages  for  which 
the  carrier  may  be  liable  imder  the  Act.  But  no  one  may 
pursue  both  of  these  remedies,  and  election  must  be  made 
between  them.  Section  22  provides  that  nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  in  any  way  abridge  or  alter  the  remedies  already 
existing  at  common  law  or  by  statutes,  but  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act  are  in  addition  to  such  remedies.  The 
language  of  these  sections  led  to  the  assertion  of  the  claim 
that  a  shipper  who  had  been  subjected  to  an  unreason- 
able or  discriminatory  charge  might  exercise  a  choice  as 
to  whether  he  would  appeal  to  the  courts  for  redress  or 
would  complain  to  the  Commission.  It  is  obvious,  how- 
ever, that  such  a  construction  would  defeat  one  of  the 
chief  purposes  of  the  Act,  which  was  to  insure  that 
rates  should  be  uniform  and  non-discriminatory.  To  this 
end  carriers  are  required  to  file  their  rate  schedules  with 
the  Commission,  and  these  then  become  the  only  legal 
charges  until  they  are  altered  as  provided  by  law.  But 
if  it  were  possible  for  shippers,  without  a  prior  hearing 
by  the  Commission,  to  appeal  to  the  courts  for  an  award 
of  damages  on  the  groimd  that  the  rates  so  estabhshed 
are  unreasonable,  the  result  would  inevitably  be  such  a 
variety  of  decisions  by  the  various  courts  that  no  uniform 
standard  of  rates  would  be  possible,  and  the  Commis- 
sion would  be  powerless  to  maintain  that  equality  and 
uniformity  of  rates  which  the  Act  makes  it  its  duty  to 
maintain.  Hence  the  courts  hold  that  under  sections  9 
and  22  an  individual  will  be  heard  by  the  courts  only  in 
those  cases  in  which  they  can  grant  redress  consistently 
with  the  context  of  the  Act  without  previous  action  by 
[1032] 
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the  Commission.^^  Plainly  complaints  as  to  unreasonable 
rates  are  not  included  in  this  category.  Hence  in  cases 
in  which  the  court  was  asked  to  enforce  orders  which  it 
found  that  the  Commission  was  not  authorized  to  issue, 
it  did  not  itself  imdertake  an  investigation  of  the  question 
of  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  involved,  but  remanded 
that  question  for  action  by  the  Commission.^  ''Primary 
interference  of  the  courts  with  the  administrative  functions 
of  the  Commission  is  wholly  incompatible  with  the  Act."  ^ 
The  Commission  is  the  tribunal  instituted  by  the  gov- 
ernment to  inquire  primarily  into  the  fact  as  to  whether 
a  discrimination  exists.  Until  an  inquiry  is  there  made, 
and  a  finding  and  order  had,  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  may  not  be  invoked  to  restrain  an  alleged  discrim- 
ination.^* No  court  can  enjoin  the  filing  by  a  railway  of 
an  interstate  rate  on  the  groimd  that  it  is  discriminatory 
in  advance  of  action  by  the  Commission.*^  Since  the  rate 
filed  with  the  Commission  is  the  only  legal  rate,  it  is  the 
standard  of  what  is  reasonable  so  far  as  courts  and  juries 
are  concerned,**  and  a  shipper  cannot  maintam  an  action 


"Texas  A  Pac.  Ry.  v.  Abilene 
Ck)tton  Oil  Ck).,  204  U.  S.  426,  51 
L.  ed.  553, 27  Sup.  Ct.  350;  So.  Ry.  v. 
Tift,  206  U.  S.  428,  51  L.  ed.  1124, 27 
Sup.  Ct.  709;  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v. 
Cook  Brewing  Co.,  223  U.  S.  70,  56 
L.  ed.  355,  32  Sup.  Ct.  189;  Gt.  No. 
Ry.  V.  O'Connor,  232  U.  S.  508,  58 
L.  ed.  703,  34  Sup.  Ct.  380;  Texas  A 
Pac.  Ry.  V.  American  Tie  A  Timber 
Co.,  234  U.  S.  138,  58  L.  ed.  1255,  34 
Sup.  Ct.  885;  American  Sugar  Re- 
fining Co.  V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  200 
Fed.  652;  Jaooby  v.  Penn.  Ry.,  200 
Fed.  989. 

Even  where  the  question  involved 
is  a  constitutional  question,  if  it  is 
dependent  upon  provisions  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act,  it  is  sub- 
ject to  the  precedent  action  of  the 
Commission.    Proctor  and  Gamble  v. 


U.  S.,  225  U.  S.  282,  56  L.  ed.  1091, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  761. 

"  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  v. 
I.  C.  C,  162  U.  S.  184,  40  L.  ed.  935, 
27  Sup.  Ct.  948;  Louisville  &  Nash- 
ville Ry.  V.  Behlmer,  175  U.  S.  648, 
40  L.  ed.  309,  20  Sup.  Ct.  208;  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  v.  L.  A 
N.  Ry.,  190  U.  S.  273,  47  L.  ed.  1047, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  687;  United  States  v. 
M.  C.  Ry.,  122  Fed.  544. 

"^  Baltimore  A  Ohio  Ry.  v.  United 
States,  215  U.  S.  481,  54  L.  ed.  292, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  164. 

»*  United  States  v.  Mich.  Cent. 
Ry.,  122  Fed.  544. 

''Columbus  Iron  A  Steel  Co.  v. 
K.  A  M.  Ry.,  178  Fed.  261. 

« Van  Patten  v.  C,  M.  A  St.  P. 
Ry.,  81  Fed.  545. 
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at  common  law  in  a  State  or  Federal  court  to  recover  for 
an  excess  of  freights  exacted  on  an  interstate  shipment  if 
the  rates  charged  were  those  filed  with  the  Commission,* 
nor  can  such  an  action  be  maintained  in  the  Federal  courts 
until  application  is  first  made  to  the  Commission  for  the 
correction  of  the  charge.®® 


§  1136.  Certain  consequences  of  this  doctrine. 

Whatever  may  be  the  legislation  of  a  State  a  carrier 
cannot  be  prosecuted  for  charging  more  than  the  rate 
fixed  in  its  bill  of  lading,  but  must  comply  with  the  Fed- 
eral law  and  charge  the  rate  filed  with  the  Commission.*^ 
The  same  result  was  reached  when  a  carrier  attempted 
by  a  special  contract  with  a  shipper  to  vary  the  rate  filed 
with  the  Commission.*^  Other  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  action  by  the  Commission  is  a  condition  prec- 
edent to  recourse  to  the  courts  involved  suits  for  dam- 
ages growing  out  of  the  granting  of  rebates  to  a  shipper's 
competitors,*'  the  refusal  of  a  carrier  to  establish  satis- 
factory through  routes,**  discrimination  in  the  distribution 
of  cars  among  shippers,*"  the  exaction  of  discriminatory 
charges  on  coal  when  loaded  from  wagons  and  not  from 
tipples,**  a  carrier's  payment  of  discriminatory  allowances 
to  a  shipper  for  transportation  services  rendered  by  hun,*^ 


"•Robinson  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  222 
U.  S.  506,  56  L.  ed.  288,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  113;  Clement  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry., 
153  Fed.  979;  American  Union 
CJoal  Co.  V.  Railway  Co.,  159  Fed. 
278. 

» Clement  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  153 
Fed.  979. 

•»Gulf,  Colorado  A  C.  Ry.  v. 
Hefley,  158  U.  S.  98,  39  L.  ed.  910, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  802. 

w  Texas  &  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Mugg,  202 
U.  S.  242,  50  L.  od.  1011,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
242. 

•»  Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
Penn.  Ry.,  183  Fed.  908. 
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**  United  States  v.  Pacific  &  Ait^c 
Co.,  228  U.  S.  87,  57  L.  ed.  742,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  443. 

••  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  111.  Cent.  Ry.,  215  U.  S.  452, 
54  L.  ed.  280,  30  Sup.  Ct.  155;  Mor- 
redale  Coal  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry.,  230 
U.  S.  304,  57  L.  ed.  1494,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
938. 

••Robinson  v.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  222 
U.  S.  506,  56  L.  ed.  288,  32  Sup.  Ct, 
114. 

•'Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  ▼. 
Penn.  Ry.,  230  U.  S.  247,  57  L.  ed, 
1494,  33  Sup.  Ct.  916. 
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discrimination  growing  out  of  the  classification  of  com- 
modities,** and  suits  in  equity  to  prevent  the  filing  or  en- 
forcement of  schedules  alleged  to  be  unreasonable.**  If, 
however,  such  a  case  be  commenced  without  the  necessary 
precedent  application  to  the  Commission,  the  court  in 
remanding  it  for  dismissal  may  stay  the  dismissal  until 
the  complainant  has  an  opportunity  to  make  such  ap- 
plication, reserving  meanwhile  to  the  defendant  the  right 
to  be  heard  on  the  defense  of  limitations  as  well  as  other 
defenses.*  If  primary  jurisdiction  is  vested  in  the  Com- 
mission, the  parties  ca^nnot  by  stipulation  vest  it  in  the 
courts.^  Although  the  Commission  may  have  passed  upon 
the  question  in  other  cases  between  other  shippers  and 
defendant  carrier,  nevertheless  a  shipper  seeking  repara- 
tion for  violation  of  this  ruling  by  a  carrier  must  first 
apply  to  the  Commission,  as  the  case  is  not  one  of  those 
which  under  section  9  may  be  brought  originally  either 
before  the  Commission  or  the  courts.'  Nor  does  the  fact 
that  the  allowance  or  discrimination  was  a  past  one  relieve 
the  shipper  from  primary  recourse  to  the  Commission  for 
judgment  as  to  its  reasonableness.^  In  all  such  cases  the 
primary  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission  will  be  respected 
by  the  courts.  While  in  many  cases  they  will  review  the 
action  of  the  Commission,  they  will  never  anticipate  it 
nor  supplant  it. 


"Texas  &  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Ameri- 
can Tie  &  Timber  Co.,  334  U.  S. 
138,  58  L.  ed.  1255,  34  Sup.  Ct. 
884. 

•Great  No.  Ry.  v.  Kalispell 
Lumber  Ck>.,  165  Fed.  25;  Atlantic 
Coast  line  v.  Macon  Grocery  Co., 
166  Fed.  206;  Columbus  Iron  & 
Steel  Co.  v.  Kanawha  A  M.  Ry.,  171 
Fed.  713;  Houston  Coal  &  Coke  Co. 
V.  N.  &  W.  Ry.,  171  Fed.  723; 
Columbus  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  K.  & 
M.   Ry.,    178  Fed.   261;   Wickwire 


Steel  Co.  V.  N.  Y.  C.  A  H.  R.  Ry., 
181  Fed.  316. 

1  Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
Penn.  Ry.,  230  U.  S.  247,  57  L.  ed. 
1494,  30  Sup.  Ct.  916. 

>  Mitchell  Coal  <&  Coke  Co.  v. 
Penn.  Ry.,  183  Fed.  908. 

•Howard  Supply  Co.  v.  C.  &  O. 
Ry.,  162  Fed.  188;  National  Pole 
Co.  V.  C.  A  N.  W.  Ry.,  200  Fed. 
185. 

« Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v. 
Penn.  Ry.,  230  U.  S.  247,  57  L.  ed. 
1494,  30  Sup.  Ct.  916. 
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§  1137.  The  right  of  appeal  to  the  courts. 

WhUe  the  courts  will  not  usurp  the  functions  of  the 
Commission  as  the  tribunal  designated  by  law  to  make 
the  primary  determination  of  facts,  and  while  the  findings 
of  the  Commission  in  the  discharge  of  this  function  are 
made  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  in  subsequent 
judicial  proceedings  and  are  received  by  the  courts  with 
a  presumption  of  truth,  yet  since  the  Commission  acts  as 
a  legislative  or  administrative  board  and  not  judicially 
in  reaching  its  findings,  its  action  as  to  questions  of  law 
involved  is  not  final,  but  is  subject  to  judicial  review/ 
When  an  issue  of  fact  only  is  concerned,  the  right  of  ap- 
peal depends  altogether  upon  the  will  of  the  legislature; 
but  when  the  issue  is  as  to  questions  of  law,  the  parties 
concerned  cannot  be  deprived  of  their  right  to  a  judicial 
determination.  This  was  expressly  provided  for  by  Con- 
gress in  the  Act  creating  the  Commerce  Court  to  which 
was  given  jurisdiction  over  cases  brought  to  enjoin,  set 
aside,  annul,  or  suspend,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order 
of  the  Commission.  Upon  the  aboUtion  of  the  Commerce 
Court  this  jurisdiction  was  vested  in  the  district  courts. 
Quite  apart,  however,  from  these  statutory  provisions,  the 
constitutional  requirement  of  due  process  of  law  can  only 
be  satisfied  by  granting  to  any  person  deprived  of  prop- 
erty by  an  order  of  the  Commission  an  opportunity  to 
have  his  day  in  court.  This  is  particularly  true  of  rate 
regulations,  which  so  directly  affect  property  rights,  and 
which  therefore  raise  a  judicial  question  the  final  deter- 
mination of  which  remains  with  the  courts.*  A  statute 
which  made  the  decision  of  a  legislature  or  commission 
conclusive  as  to  rates,  or  which  forbade  recourse  to  the 
courts  would  be   clearly  invaUd,^  and  a  statute  which 

•  Mo.,  Kan.  &  Texas  Ry.  v.  Inters  134,  58  L.  ed.  538,  34  Sup.  Ct.  283; 
state  Commerce  Commission,  164  Detroit  &  M.  Ry.  v.  Michigan  Rail- 
Fed.  645;  Mitchell  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  road  Commission,  235  U.  S.  402,  35 
V.  Penn.  Ry.,  230  U.  8.  247,  67  L.  ed.  Sup.  Ct.  136. 

1494,  30  Sup.  Ct.  916.  '  Ex  parte  Young,  209  U.  S.  123, 

•  Bacon  v.  Rutland  Ry.,  232  U.  S.      52  L.  ed.  714,  28  Sup.  Ct.  441;  Mo. 
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sought  to  accomplish  the  same  result  indirectly,  as  by 
the  infliction  of  outrageous  penalties  for  disobedience  to 
a  commission's  order  pending  appeal,  would  likewise  be 
void.^  It  is  the  substantial  right  of  a  judicial  hearing  that 
is  protected,  however  the  attack  upon  it  may  be  veiled. 
But  the  mere  failure  to  make  explicit  provision  for  an 
appeal  from  a  commission  to  the  courts  is  not  construed 
as  a  denial  of  the  right.*  Presumably  it  was  intended  that 
such  a  right  should  be  enjoyed,  and  this  presumption 
yields  only  to  the  plain  provisions  of  the  statute,  which  in 
turn  must  yield  to  the  superior  authority  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.  But  the  right  to  a  judicial  hearing  as  to 
the  validity  of  orders  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion applies  only  to  its  affirmative  orders.  If  the  Commis- 
sion denies  the  redress  which  the  petitioner  seeks  at  its 
hands,  he  has  no  remedy.*®  This  situation  has  led  the 
Commission  to  say,  ''In  doubtful  cases  the  Commission 
will  not  overlook  the  fact  that  if  it  errs  in  construing  the 
law  against  the  complainant  he  has  no  reUef,  since  no 
appeal  will  he  from  the  Commission's  decision."  **  "As  to 
the  shipper,  this  tribunal  is  his  one  and  only  resort  against 
injustice."  *^  But  cases  in  which  the  Commission  denies 
reUef,  because  not  convinced  that  it  should  be  given,  should 
be  distinguished  from  cases  in  which  it  denies  rehef  be- 
cause it  holds  that  the  rehef  asked  for  is  not  within  its 
jurisdiction.  In  the  former  class  of  cases  the  decision  of 
the  Commission  is  final,  but  in  the  latter,  if  the  Commis- 


Pac.  Ry.  V.  Tucker,  230  U.  S.  340, 
57  L.  ed.  1507,  33  Sup.  Ct.  961. 

« Mo.  Pac.  Ry.  v.  Nebraska,  217 
U.  S.  196,  54  L.  ed.  727,  30  Sup.  Ct. 
461 ;  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Ry.  v.  Con- 
ley,  230  U.  S.  513,  57  L.  ed.  1697, 

33  Sup.  Ct.  985;  Wadley  Southern 
Ry.  V.  Georgia,  235  U.  8.  651,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  214. 

'Louisville  &  Nashville  Ry.  v. 
Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298,  58  L.  ed.  229, 

34  Sup.  Ct.  48. 


*•*  Proctor  and  Gamble  v.  United 
States,  225  U.  S.  282,  56  L.  ed.  1091, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  761;  Hooker  v.  Knapp, 
225  U.  S.  302,  56  L.  ed.  1069,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  769;  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  Ry. 
v.  Penn  Refining  Co.,  137  Fed. 
343. 

»  Miner  v.  N.  Y.,  N.  H.  &  H.  Ry., 
11  I.  C.  C.  422. 

"  In  re  Advances  in  Rates,  West- 
em  Case,  20  I.  C.  C.  307. 
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sion  is  mistaken  as  to  its  jurisdiction,  the  courts  will  cor- 
rect the  error  of  law,  and  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel 
the  Commission  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  with  which  it 
has  been  vested.^'* 

§  1138.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts. 

The  right  of  the  Federal  courts  to  review  the  orders  and 
decisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  is  de- 
rived from  two  sources.  First,  they  have  such  jurisdic- 
tion as  is  expressly  conferred  by  the  Act  to  Regulate  In- 
terstate Commerce  and  its  amendments.  Second,  they  have 
such  jurisdiction  as  is  conferred  upon  them  by  the  general 
judiciary  acts  of  Congress.  It  was  not  intended  by  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  abbreviate  the  plenary  juris- 
diction of  the  Federal  courts  to  entertain  all  controversies 
arising  under  an  Act  of  Congress,  either  at  law  or  equity, 
but  the  special  remedies  afforded  by  that  Act  were  in- 
tended as  merely  supplementary  to  the  ordinary  remedies 
already  existing  under  the  Judicial  Code.  Although  equi- 
table jurisdiction  over  a  particular  controversy  arising 
under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  may  not  have  been 
conferred  upon  the  courts  of  the  United  States  by  the 
provisions  of  that  Act,  such  courts  may  nevertheless  en- 
tertain jurisdiction  by  virtue  of  the  Judicial  Code,  which 
confers  the  powers  of  an  equity  court  as  to  all  cases  and 
controversies  arising  under  any  act  of  Congress."*  The 
Supreme  Court  had  this  distinction  in  mind  when  it  said, 
"We  are  not  required  to  say,  however,  that  because  an 
action  at  law  for  damages  to  recover  unreasonable  rates 
which  have  been  exacted  in  accordance  with  the  schedule 
of  rates  as  filed,  is  forbidden  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  [see  the  Abilene  Case,  204  U.  S.  406]  a  suit  in  equity 
is  also  forbidden  to  prevent  a  filing  or  enforcement  of  a 

^'  Interstate   Ck>minerce  Comims-  "'  Little  Rock  &  M.  Rd.  Co.  ▼. 

sion  V.   Humboldt  Steamship  Co.,  E.  T.,  V.  A  G.  Ry.,  47  Fed.  771; 

224  U.  S.  474,  56  L.  ed.  849,  32  Sup.  Tift   v.    Southern    Ry.,    123    Fed. 

Ct.  556.  789. 

[  1038  ] 


Judicial  Review  op  Commission  Action    [  §  1139 

schedule  of  unreasonable  rates  or  a  change  to  unjust  or 
unreasonable  rates."  "  Hence  if  the  remedies  provided 
in  the  Act  are  inadequate,  or  are  inapplicable,  complain- 
ant may  resort  to  the  Federal  courts  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Judicial  Code.  And  if  the  right  which  he  seeks  to 
enforce  arises  under  the  commerce  clause,  it  is  immaterial 
that  it  also  exists  at  common  law.^^  Since  suits  under  the 
commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution  necessarily  involve 
a  Federal  question,  diversity  of  citizenship  is  not  material 
to  the  maintenance  of  Federal  jurisdiction.**  A  suit  to 
recover  damages  for  acts  which  constitute  a  violation  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  the  construction  of  which 
is  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  presents  a  Federal  ques- 
tion for  which  it  may,  even  if  begun  in  a  State  court,  be 
removed  to  a  Federal  court.  *^  The  Judicial  Code  (sec.  24, 
par.  8)  and  the  District  Court  Jurisdiction  Act  of  Oct.  22, 
1913,  vest  in  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States 
original  jurisdiction  of  all  suits  and  proceedings  arising 
under  any  law  regulating  commerce.  If  therefore  a  right 
conferred  by  a  Federal  statute  is  violated,  recourse  may 
be  had .  to  the  district  courts.  Or  if  the  Commission  in 
the  exercise  of  the  power  with  which  it  is  vested  violates 
any  right  existing  under  the  Federal  Constitution,  recourse 
may  be  had  to  the  Federal  courts  for  the  amendment  of  its 
action.  In  this  review  of  the  orders  of  the  Commission,  the 
courts  are  concerned  not  with  the  expediency  of  the  order 
but  only  with  the  power  of  the  Commission  to  make  it. 

§  1139.   Constitutional  and  statutory  limitations   distin- 
guished. 

The  problem  which  arises  in  all  cases  where  the  ques- 

"  Southern  Ry.  v.  Tift,  206  U.  S.  >•  Kentucky  &  Indiana  Bridge  Co. 

428,  51  L.  ed.  1124,  27  Sup.  Ct.  709.  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  37  Fed.  567, 2  L.  R.  A. 

See  the  same  case  in  the  lower  court,  289,  2  Int.  Com.  Rep.  351. 

123  Fed.  789.  "  Lowry  v.  C,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.,  46 

"  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  Ry.  v.  Fed.  83,  4  Int.  Com.  Rep.  435. 
Pennsylvania  Co.,  54  Fed.  730,  5 
Int.  Com.  Rep.  522. 
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tibn  of  the  limits  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  a  commission 
is  raised,  is  whether  there  is  warrant  of  law  for  what  is 
beii^  done.  To  determine  this  is  seldom  as  simple  a 
matter  as  the  reading  of  the  statute  under  which  the 
commission  is  purporting  to  act  to  see  whether  by  proper 
interpretation  sufficient  authorization  appears.  If  there 
is  any  doubt  as  to  whether  the  power  in  question  may 
constitutionally  be  conferred  upon  the  commission,  that 
question  must  be  carefully  considered.  The  action  of  a 
commission  is  fundamentally  limited  by  these  two  pos- 
sibilities— either  that  the  legislature  has  not  gone  as  far 
as  it  might  in  empowering  the  commission,  or  that  the 
l^slature  has  gone  further  than  it  constitutionally  may 
in  attempting  to  give  the  commission  authority.  This 
distinction  between  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  all 
administrative  powers  and  the  statutory  limitations  upon 
the  particular  commission  is  often  obscured,  but  must 
necessarily  be  made  in  analyzing  authorities.  In  dealing 
with  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  on  commission  control  of  public  utilities,  it  is  par- 
ticularly necessary  to  insist  upon  this  distinction,  so  often 
is  it  ignored  with  such  danger  of  confusing  the  principles 
of  law  involved.  Fortunately  the  cases  with  which  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  has  had  to  deal  relating  to 
the  general  matter  under  discussion  may  be  divided  with 
unusual  faciUty  into  these  two  classes.  The  cases  which 
come  to  the  Supreme  Court  wherever  complaint  is  made 
of  ill^al  action  by  State  commissions  arise  under  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  are  therefore  devoted  to  the 
constitutional  limitations  upon  commission  action;  for  the 
proper  interpretation  of  a  State  statute  is  not  a  Federal 
question.^*    On  the  other  hand,  the  questions  which  come 

"  See  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v.  Court  on  March  8, 1915  in  the  North 

Minnesota,  1S6  U.  S.  257,  46  L.  ed.  Dakota  and  Weet  Virginia  mte  cases 

1161,  22  Sup.  Ct.  901,  and  other  aim-  to  the  effect  that  disproportionate 

ilar  cBBee  elsewhere  diacuaeed,  as  for  ratee  arbitrarily  fitted  under  a  statute 

instance  in  i23S;  but  see  the  deci-  are  in  cAoct  a  denial  of  oonstitutional 

sions  handed  down  by  the  Supreme  right. 
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tibn  of  the  limits  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  a  commission 
is  raised,  is  whether  there  is  warrant  of  law  for  what  is 
being  done.  To  determine  this  is  seldom  as  simple  a 
matter  as  the  reading  of  the  statute  under  which  the 
commission  is  purporting  to  act  to  see  whether  by  proper 
interpretation  suflScient  authorization  appears.  If  there 
is  any  doubt  as  to  whether  the  power  in  question  may 
constitutionally  be  conferred  upon  the  conmiission,  that 
question  must  be  carefully  considered.  The  action  of  a 
commission  is  fundamentally  limited  by  these  two  pos- 
sibilities— either  that  the  legislature  has  not  gone  as  far 
as  it  might  in  empowering  the  commission,  or  that  the 
l^slature  has  gone  further  than  it  constitutionally  may 
in  attempting  to  give  the  conmiission  authority.  This 
distinction  between  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  all 
administrative  powers  and  the  statutory  limitations  upon 
the  particular  commission  is  often  obscured,  but  must 
necessarily  be  made  in  analyzing  authorities.  In  dealing 
with  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  on  commission  control  of  public  utilities,  it  is  par- 
ticularly necessary  to  insist  upon  this  distinction,  so  often 
is  it  ignored  with  such  danger  of  confusing  the  principles 
of  law  involved.  Fortunately  the  cases  with  which  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  has  had  to  deal  relating  to 
the  general  matter  under  discussion  may  be  divided  with 
unusual  facility  into  these  two  classes.  The  cases  which 
come  to  the  Supreme  Court  wherever  complaint  is  made 
of  illegal  action  by  State  commissions  arise  under  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  are  therefore  devoted  to  the 
constitutional  limitations  upon  commission  action;  for  the 
proper  interpretation  of  a  State  statute  is  not  a  Federal 
question.**    On  the  other  hand,  the  questions  which  come 

*"  See  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  Ry.  v.  Court  on  March  8, 1915  in  the  North 

Minnesota,  1S6  U.  S.  257,  46  L.  ed.  Dakota  and  West  Virginia  rate  cases 

1161,  22  Sup.  Ct.  901,  and  other  sim-  to  the  effect  that  disproportionate 

ilar  cases  elsewhere  discussed,  as  for  rates  arbitrarily  fixed  under  a  statute 

instance  in  §  238;  but  see  the  deci-  are  in  effect  a  denial  of  oonsUtutional 

sions  handed  down  by  the  Supreme  right. 
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to  the  Supreme  Court  where  the  power  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  to  act  has  been  attacked  have 
usually  been  questions  involving  the  statutory  limitations 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  although  occasionally  the 
constitutional  limits  upon  congressional  authorization  have 
been  brought  in  question.  Recourse  to  the  courts  to  settle 
these  questions  is  itself  governed  by  these  principles.  The 
vindication  of  the  constitutional  securities  of  those  whose 
rights  have  been  invaded  cannot  be  withdrawn  from  the 
courts,  nor  can  the  power  to  say  whether  the  coercion  in 
question  is  without  warrant  of  law.  In  the  case  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Congress  has  left  to  the 
judgment  of  that  body  upon  the  facts  before  it  about  as 
much  finality  as  is  constitutionally  possible.^*  But  ex- 
amination of  the  facts  which  are  material  to  the  contro- 
versy is  so  indispensable  in  any  justiciable  question  that 
the  Federal  courts  often  seem  to  be  reviewing  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Commission  as  to  facts,  when  they  are  in  reaUty 
only  keeping  it  within  the  laws. 

B.  Grounds  of  Invalidity  of  Commission  Action 

§  1140.  Action  under  an  unconstitutional  statute. 

It  is  assumed  in  the  Act  that  the  Commission  may  make 
orders  which  should  not  be  enforced,  for  it  is  expressly 
provided  that  ''all  orders  of  the  Commission,  except  for 
the  payment  of  money,  shall  take  eflfect  within  such  rea- 
sonable time,  not  less  than  thirty  days,  and  shall  continue 
in  force  for  such  period  of  time,  not  exceeding  two  years, 
as  shall  be  prescribed  by  the  Commission,  unless  the  same 
shall  be  suspended  or  set  aside  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction.''  The  grounds  upon  which  the  courts  will  ex- 
ercise this  right  of  review  are  determined  in  each  case  as  it 
arises  by  the  courts  themselves.^®    The  vaUdity  of  the  Act 

**  See  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  setting    aside    rates    reasonable    in 

U.  S.,  232  U.  S.  199,  58  L.  ed.  568,  34  themselves  is  not  authorized  by  the 

Sup.  Ct.  291,  and  other  similar  cases  Act  properly  interpreted, 
elsewhere  discussed,  for  example  in         *  Reagan    v.    Farmers'    Loan    & 

§  1036-1038  passim  to  the  effect  that  Trust  Ck).,  154  U.  S.  362,  38  L.  ed. 
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as  a  whole  is  now  too  well  settled  to  be  questioned^  but 
many  of  its  provisions  and  several  of  the  amendments  have 
been  attacked  as  an  invasion  of  constitutional  right.  The 
Commission's  interpretation  of  the  Act  and  of  its  own 
powers  under  it  have  not  infrequently  been  set  aside  by 
the  courts,  but  in  no  case  have  they  declared  any  part  of 
the  Act  invalid  because  of  conflict  with  the  Constitution. 
The  Acts  under  which  the  State  commissions  have  been 
organized  have  not  had  an  equally  untroubled  career. 
The  legislatures  of  the  several  States  are  restrained  not 
only  by  the  provisions  of  their  own  constitutions,  but  their 
acts  must  also  conform  to  the  Federal  Constitution  and 
to  the  authority  of  Congress  over  commerce.  The  author- 
ity of  Congress  over  interstate  rates  is  exclusive,  and  any 
attempt  by  the  States  to  regulate  rates  for  interstate 
transportation  is  void.  Hence  a  rate  prescribed  on  car- 
riage from  a  point  within  a  State  to  a  port  in  the  same 
State  from  which  the  goods  are  to  be  sent  to  a  point  with- 
out the  State  is  an  interference  with  interstate  commerce 
and  is  invahd.^^  In  many  of  the  States  a  sentiment  more 
hostile  to  carriers  than  has  ever  controlled  Congress  seemed 
to  dominate  the  legislature,  and  this  was  manifested  in 
some  cases  by  fixing  confiscatory  rates  and  in  others  by 
attempting  to  exempt  the  orders  of  the  commission  from 
review  by  the  courts.  These  provisions  have  always  been 
set  aside  as  being  in  violation  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment. The  jurisdiction  of  the  State  commissions  is  fmiiher 
limited  by  the  existence  of  the  Federal  Act.  The  fact 
that  Congress  has  exerted  its  power  over  interstate  com- 
merce deprives  the  States  and  their  commissions  of  power 
to  make  many  regulations  which  would  otherwise  be  valid. 
A  recent  decision  indicates  that  the  control  of  the  whole 
system  of  rates,  both  interstate  and  intrastate,  may  be 

1014,  14  Sup.  Ct.   1047.     It  is  of  until  declared  void  by  the  courts, 

course  possible  to  provide  by  statute  *^  Railroad  Commission  of  Ohio  v. 

that  a  rate  fixed  by  a  commission  Worthington,  225  U.  S.  101,  56  L.  ed. 

shall  be  binding  between  the  parties  1104,  32  Sup.  Ct.  053. 
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assumed  by  the  Federal  Government  if  in  its  judgment 
this  is  necessary  to  the  efficient  regulation  of  interstate 
commerce."  Even  though  Congress  has  not  yet  acted 
upon  this  principle,  it  has  been  held  that  a  State  commis- 
sion may  not  so  exert  its  authority  as  to  interfere  in  any 
way  with  the  authority  confided  to  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission,  and  an  interstate  rate  fixed  by  a 
State  commission  which  operates  to  create  a  discrimination 
against  a  locality  in  interstate  traffic  may  be  set  aside  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  ^^ 

§  1141.  Action  not  within  the  statute. 

Granted  that  the  Act  in  all  its  parts  is  constitutional, 
the  Commission  must  find  in  it  authority  for  whatever  it 
does:  and  whether  such  authority  exists  is  a  question  for 
the  courts  to  determine.  In  an  important  case  it  was  said 
by  eminent  counsel,  "The  Act  is  primarily  an  enumeration 
of  particular  duties  imposed  upon  common  carriers;  of 
particular  acts  on  their  part  which  are  prohibited;  and  of 
particular  duties  and  powers  relating  thereto  conferred 
upon  the  Commission."  ^^  In  many  cases  acts  of  the 
Commission  have  been  set  aside  because  the  requisite  au- 
thority could  not  be  found.  In  the  main  the  courts  com- 
pare the  action  of  the  Commission  with  the  Act  in  the 
same  way  that  they  compare  the  action  of  Congress  with 
the  Constitution.  Since  the  Act  authorized  it  to  declare 
rates  unreasonable  and  prevent  their  enforcement,  the 
Commission  assumed  that  it  was  authorized  to  fix  a  rea- 
sonable rate,  but  prior  to  the  amendment  of  1906,  its 
orders  fixing  rates  were  always  declared  invaUd  by  the 
courts.  ^^      Likewise    when    the    Commission    ordered    a 

**  Minnesota  Rate  Cases,  230  U.  S.  Interstate    Commerce    Commission, 

362,  57  L.  ed.  1511,  33  Sup.  Ct.  749.  211  U.  S.  407,  53  L.  ed.  253,  29  Sup. 

»  Houston  &  Texas  Ry.  v.  United  Ct.  115. 

States,  234  U.  S.  342,  34  Sup.  Ct.  833,  '^Interstate   Commerce  Commis- 

58  L.  ed.  1341.  sion  v.  C,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  162 

«*  Brief  of  John  C.  Spooner  and  U.  S.  184,  40  L.  ed.  935,  16  Sup.  Ct. 

John  G.   Milbum  in   Harriman   v.  700,  13  U.  S.  Apps.  730,  56  Fed.  925, 
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through  route  estabhshed  under  authority  of  section  4  of 
the  act  of  June  29,  1906,  which,  as  it  then  stood,  author- 
ized it  to  require  the  establishment  of  such  a  route  when 
no  satiafactoiy  through  route  existed,  the  court  held  that 
the  Commission's  decision  as  to  the  existence  of  a  satis- 
factory  through  route  was  subject  to  review,  and  in  this 
case  it  was  reversed."*  So  also  when  the  Commission,  on. 
petition  of  a  carrier,  ordered  the  establishment  of  switch- 
ing connections,  the  courts  pointed  out  that  such  an  order 
could  be  made  only  on  petition  of  a  shipper,  and  held  the 
Commission  strictly  to  the  letter  of  the  Act."  Further- 
more in  detennining  whether  an  order  of  the  Commission 
is  within  its  power,  the  courts  will  look  to  the  substance 
and  not  merely  to  the  form.  And  so  when  the  Commis- 
sion prohibited  an  advance  in  rates,  not,  as  shown  by  the 
record,  because  it  was  unjust  and  unreasonable,  but  be- 
cause it  would  be  beneficial  to  the  business  of  the  region 
affected  to  retain  the  lower  rate,  the  court  found  that  the 
Commission  had  no  power  to  regulate  and  control  the 
general  policy  of  railroads  as  to  fixing  rates,  but  only  the 


4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  682,  4  I.  C.  C.  744; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
V.  C,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  Ry.,  167  U.  S. 
479,  43  L.  ed.  243,  17  Sup.  Ct.  896, 
76  Fed.  1007,  76  Fed.  183,  64  Fed. 
981,  62  Fed.  690,  6  I.  C.  C,  195;  S.  F. 
&  W.  Ry.  V.  Florida  Fruit  Exchange, 
167  U.  S.  512,  42  L.  cd.  257,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  998,  4  I.  C.  Rep.  589,  4  I.  C.  Rep. 
400,  5  1.  C.  C.  136,  5  I.  C,  C.  13; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
V.  L.  a  &  M.  S.  Ry.,  202  U.  S.  613, 
50  L.  ed.  1171,  26  Sup.  Ct.  766,  134 
Fed.  M2,  9  I.  C.  C.  264;  Interstate 
Conimerce  Commisaion  v.  Ain.  Mid. 
Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  46,  74  Fed.  715, 69  Fed.  227, 
6  I.  C.  C.  1;  Interstate  Commerce 
Commiasion  v,  L.  &  N,  Ry.,  73  Fed. 
409,  5  I.  C.  C.  466;  Interstate  Com- 
raixce  CommisBion  v.  L.  V.  Ry.,  82 
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Fed,  1003,  74  Fed.  784,  49  Fed.  177, 
4  I.  C.  C.  53.5;  Interstate  Commerce 
CommisBion  v.  N.  E.  Ry.  of  S.  C, 
Sa  Fed.  611,  74  Fed.  70,  6  I.  C.  C. 
295;  FaniiPTH'  Loan  &  Truat  Co.  v. 
No,  Pair,  Ry.,  83  Fed.  349,  5  I.  C.  C. 
478;  Colorado  Furl  A  Iron  Co.  v. 
So.  Pac.  Ry.,  101  Fed.  779,  74  Fed. 
42,  6  I.  C.  C.  488;  Interatate  Com- 
merce Commisaion  v.  N.  Y.,  R.  4  N. 
Ry.,  not  reported,  sec  7th  Annual 
Report  of  Intcnitate  Commerce  Com- 
misaion. 29,  5  1.  C.  C.  161,  4  I.  C.  C. 
488. 

"  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
aion V.  No.  Pae.  Ry.,  216  U.  S.  538, 54 
L.  ed.  608,  30  Sup.  Ct.  155. 

"  Interstate  Commerce  Conuuis- 
sion  V.  D.,  L.  A  W.  Ry.,  216  U.  S. 
531,  54  L,  ed.  606,  30  Sup.  CL 
415. 
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power  to  prevent  unreasonable  and  discriminatory  rates^ 
and  hence  the  order  was  set  aside.  ^  Likewise  if  the  Com- 
mission attempts  to  exercise  jurisdiction  which  it  does  not 
possess,  as  in  the  case  of  street  car  lines  ^  or  an  intrastate 
road  which  issued  no  bills  of  lading  beyond  its  own  line,^ 
or  if  through  a  mistaken  construction  of  the  Act  it  decUnes 
jurisdiction  which  it  does  possess,'^  its  error  will  be  cor- 
rected by  the  courts.  But  in  determining  the  meaning  of 
a  statute,  the  courts  should  look  not  only  to  its  terms  but 
to  the  history  of  its  application.  Hence,  when  the  Com- 
mission has  placed  a  construction  upon  some  feature  of 
the  Act,  which  construction  has  long  obtained  in  practical 
execution,  and  has  been  impUedly  sanctioned  by  the  re- 
enactment  of  the  Act  without  alteration  in  the  particulars 
construed,  such  construction  should  be  treated  as  read 
into  the  Act  and  should  be  followed  in  all  strictly  identical 
cases.'^  Since  all  the  authority  of  a  commission  is  de- 
rived from  the  statute  by  which  it  was  created,  it  follows 
that  the  repeal  of  the  statute  ipso  facto  terminates  all  pro- 
ceedings pending  before  it,  whatever  may  be  the  stage 
which  they  have  reached.^' 

§  1142.  Action  in  violation  of  constitutional  guarantees. 

It  is  recognized  that  the  rate-making  power  necessarily 
implies  a  considerable  range  of  legislative  discretion,  and  as 
long  as  the  legislative  action  is  within  its  proper  sphere, 
the  courts  are  not  entitled  to  interpose  and  upon  their  own 
investigation  into  traffic  conditions  and  transportation 
problems  to  substitute  their  judgment  with  respect  to  the 


"Southern  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Ck>mmiflsion,  219 
U.  S.  433,  55  L.  ed.  283,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
288. 

"Omaha  &  Council  Bluffs  Street 
Ry.  V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commia- 
sion,  230  U.  S.  324,  57  L.  ed.  1501,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  890. 

*»  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  B.  Z.  &  C.  Ry.,  77  Fed.  942. 


'^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Humboldt  Steamship  Co.,  224 
U.  S.  474,  56  L.  ed.  849,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
556. 

»« New  York,  N.  H.  A  H.  Ry.  v. 
Int.  Com.  Comm.,  200  U.  S.  361,  50 
L.  ed.  515,  26  Sup.  Ct.  272. 

"Grand  Trunk  Ry.  v.  County 
Commissioners,  88  Me.  225,  33  AtL 
988. 
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reasonableness  of  rates  for  that  of  the  le^lature  or  of  a 
Federal  or  State  commission  acting  within  the  range  of  its 
del^;ated  power.'^  Granted  that  the  statute  mider  which 
a  commission  is  acting  is  constitutional,  and  that  the 
commission  is  vested  with  the  power  which  it  has  exer- 
cised;  the  question  still  remains  as  to  whether  it  has  so 
used  its  powers  as  to  violate  *  any  constitutional  right. 
This  question  is  particularly  important  in  connection  with 
the  fixing  of  rates.  It  is  now  well  established  that  this  is 
a  function  which  may  be  delegated  to  a  commission,  but 
if  this  is  done  the  power  must  be  so  used  as  not  to  con- 
flict with  the  Fifth  and  Fourteenth  Amendments.  While 
the  commissions,  both  Federal  and  State,  are  expected  to 
exercise  their  rate-making  powers  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  public,  they  must  also  have  regard  to  the  property 
rights  of  the  carrier.  They  are  not  at  liberty  to  prescribe 
rates  that  will  not  allow  the  carrier  to  earn  such  compen- 
sation for  the  services  rendered  as,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, is  just  and  reasonable  both  to  it  and  to  the  public, 
for  that  would  deprive  the  carrier  of  its  property  without 
due  process  of  law,  and  would  be  taking  its  property  for 
public  use  without  just  compensation.  Every  rate  sched- 
ule fixed  by  a  conunission  is  therefore  open  to  review  in 
the  courts  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the 
rates  fixed  are  confiscatory  and  whether  the  carrier's  con- 
stitutional  rights  have  been  violated,'^  and  any  statute 
which  attempted  to  prevent  such  judicial  action  would  be 
void.**  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  carrier  can 
complain  of  the  order  of  the  commission  only  in  so  far 
as  it  affects  its  own  revenues.  Its  effect  on  shippers  or 
on  localities  is  immaterial  to  the  carrier,  since  a  court  will 
hear  a  party  only  with  reference  to  his  own  grievances.*^ 

'*  Louisville  &   Nashville  Ry.   v.  state   Ck>miDerce   Commission,    164 

Garrett,  231  U.  S.  2d8,  58  L.  ed.  229,  Fed.  645. 

;)4  Sup.  Ct.  48.  "  Atlantic  Coast  Line  Ry.  v.  Inter- 

**  Lehigh   Valley   Ry.   v.    United  state   Commerce   Commission,    194 

Rtatee,  204  Fed.  d86.  Fed.  449. 

»•  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  Intei^ 
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Neither  will  the  courts  interfere  with  a  rate  fixed  by  the 
Commission  when  its  e£fect  is  to  entail  a  loss  of  traffic  by 
other  roads,'*  nor  will  they  interfere  with  such  a  rate  un- 
less convinced  that  its  enforcement  will  result  in  a  loss  of 
revenue.'*  A  State  may  do  more  than  authorize  its  courts 
to  review  judicially  the  rate-making  orders  of  its  commis- 
mission.  It  may  go  farther  and  in  connection  with  such 
review  it  may  empower  its  judicial  tribunals  to  act  as  a 
rate-making  body  and  themselves  fix  a  schedule  of  rates. ''^ 
But  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  does  not  entitle  the  car- 
rier to  the  exercise  by  the  courts  of  such  extra-judicial 
authority,^*  and  the  Federal  courts  have  not  been  given  any 
such  authority. *2 

§  1143.  Action  after  an  inadequate  hearing. 

The  Commission  as  a  quasi-judicial  body  is  vested  with 
many  of  the  powers  of  a  court.  It  may  summon  parties 
before  it,  may  compel  the  production  of  papers  and  the 
giving  of  testimony,  and  may  make  orders  which  have  the 
force  of  law.  It  is  likewise  subject  to  many  of  the  obUga- 
tions  and  restraints  which  rest  upon  a  court.  If  it  may 
summon  parties  before  it  and  issue  orders  which  may  de- 
prive them  of  property  and  in  certain  respects  control  their 
conduct,  the  parties  so  affected  must  have  an  opportu- 
nity to  be  heard.  There  are  few  cases  in  which  this  ques- 
tion has  directly  arisen,  but  in  all  of  them  it  is  distinctly 
recognized  that  administrative  orders,  quasi-judicial  in 
character,  are  void  if  a  hearing  was  denied,  or  if  that 
which  was  granted  was  inadequate  or  unfair.    But  if  the 


» Norfolk  &  Western  Ry.  v. 
United  States,  195  Fed.  953. 

"Central  of  Georgia  Ry.  v.  Mo 
Lendon,  157  Fed.  961.  That  the 
rate  violates  the  constitutional  rights 
of  the  carrier  must  be  clear  in  order 
to  justify  the  interference  of  the 
courts.  Eagle  White  Lead  Ck).  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission^ 
188  Fed.  356. 


^Prentis  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
Ry.,  211  U.  S.  210,  53  L.  ed.  150,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  67. 

*^  LouisviUe  &  Nashville  Ry.  v. 
Garrett,  231  U.  S.  298,  58  L.  ed.  229, 
34  Sup.  Ct.  48. 

«  Mitchell  Coal  Co.  v.  Penn.  Ry., 
230  U.  S.  247,  57  L.  ed.  1472,  30  Sup. 
Ct.  916. 
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defendant  has  notice  of  the  character  of  the  order  asked 
for  and  an  opportunity  to  show  that  it  would  be  unreason- 
able to  grant  it,  it  has  not  been  deprived  of  its  right  to  a 
hearing.*'  AU  this  is  involved  in  our  notion  of  due  process 
of  law.  Whether  the  circumstances  of  the  exercise  of  the 
power  to  give  orders  are  such  as  conduce  to  justice  may 
therefore  be  the  subject  of  inquiry  by  the  courts.  This 
can  always  be  done,  as  the  questions  raised  are  in  a  true 
sense  justiciable.  Whether  the  order  deprives  the  carrier 
of  a  constitutional  or  statutory  right,  and  whether  the 
hearing  was  adequate  and  fair,  are  all  matter?  within  the 
scope  of  the  judicial  power.  In  the  comparatively  few 
cases  in  which  such  questions  have  arisen  it  has  been 
pointed  out  that  it  has  invariably  been  recognized  that 
administrative  orders  quasi-judicial  in  character  are  void — 
(1)  if  a  hearing  was  denied;  (2)  if  althou^  granted  it  was 
inadequate  or  manifestly  unfair;  (3)  if  the  finding  was 
contrary  to  the  indisputable  character  of  the  evidence; 
(4)  or  if  the  facts  found  do  not  as  a  matter  of  law  support 
the  order  made.** 

§  1144.  Action  upon  mistaken  conclusions  of  law. 

Congress  has  made  the  Commission's  findings  prima 
facie .  true,  which  is  as  far  as  it  can  constitutionally  go 
towards  making  them  conclusive.  The  Commission's  find- 
ings of  fact  are  often  so  intermixed  with  questions  of  law 
that  an  examination  and  even  a  construction  of  the  facts 
may  be  necessary  in  order  to  keep  the  Commission  within 
its  powers.  This  necessitates  an  examination  of  the  evi- 
dence, not  for  the  purpose  of  reconcilii^  conflicts  of  testi- 
mony or  of  deciding  upon  pure  questions  of  fact,  but  only 

"Oregon  Ry.  A  N.  Co.  v.  Faii^  "Atlantic  C.  L.  Ry.  v.  Interatate 

child,  224  U.  S.  510,  50  L,  ed.  863,  ComnicTce    Commisstoii,    1»4    Fed. 

32  Sup.  Ct.  536.  448. 

Set-  also  United  Statiaa  v.   Balti-  Seo    also     Interatute    Commerce 

more  &  O.  S.  W.  Ry.,  226  U.  S.  14,  CommJsdon  v.  Louiarille  &  N.  Hy., 

57  L.  ed.  104,  33  Sup.  Ct.  5,  diecussed  337  U.  S.  88,  57  L.  ed.  431,  33  Sup. 

in  the  nyxt  aoction.  Ct,  185,  diBcuased  in  the  next  sectiiHi. 
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to  determine  whether  what  purports  to  be  a  finding  of  fact 
is  so  involved  with  questions  of  law  as  to  be  in  substance 
and  effect  a  decision  of  the  latter.**  The  conclusions  of 
the  Commission  are  also  subject  to  review  if  it  has  ex- 
cluded facts  and  circumstances  that  ought  to  have  been 
considered.^  Even  when  the  facts  are  not  disputed,  the 
Commission's  power  to  make  the  order  in  question  is  open 
to  review,  and  if  not  warranted  by  law  its  order  may  be 
enjoined.*^  In  the  exercise  of  this  function  of  review  the 
courts  have  reversed  many  orders  of  the  Commission  be- 
cause of  erroneous  conclusions  of  law.  Before  the  long- 
and-short  haul  clause  was  amended  in  1910,  the  Commis- 
sion at  first  did  not  recognize  the  existence  of  competition 
as  a  difference  in  circumstance  and  condition  which  justi- 
fied a  difference  in  rates,  and  on  this  point  it  was  fre- 
quently reversed  by  the  courts.*®    On  the  following  ques- 

^*  Kansas    City    Ry.    v.    Albers      A  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  Co.,  223  U.  S.  573,  56 
L.  ed.  556,  32  Sup.  Ct.  316. 

«  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
162  U.  S.  184,  40  L.  ed.  935,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  700;  Texas  &  Pacific  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
162  U.  S.  197,  40  L.  ed.  940,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  666;  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission V.  Alabama  Mid.  Ry.,  168 
U.  S.  144,  42  L.  ed.  414,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
45;  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Behlmer, 
175  U.  S.  648,  44  L.  ed.  309,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  209;  Illinois  Cent.  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  206 
U.  S.  441,  51  L.  ed.  1127,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  700. 

^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  225  U.  S.  326, 
56  L.  ed.  1107,  32  Sup.  Ct.  742; 
Stickney  v.  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission)  164  Fed.  638. 

^Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  P.  Ry.,  149  U.  S. 
264,  37  L.  ed.  727,  13  Sup.  Ct.  837, 
50  Fed.  295,  4  I.  C.  C.  104;  Texaa 


Commission,  162  U.  S.  197,  40  L.  ed. 
940,  16  Sup.  Ct.  666,  57  Fed.  948,  52 
Fed.  187, 4  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  62, 4 1.  C.  C. 
447;  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Clyde  Steamship  Co.,  181 
U.  S.  29,  45  L.  ed.  729,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
512, 93  Fed.  83, 88  Fed.  186, 5 1.  C.  C. 
324;  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Ry.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
181  U.  S.  1,  45  L.  ed.  719,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
512, 99  Fed.  52, 85  Fed.  107, 5 1.  C.  C. 
546;  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Ala.  Mid.  Ry.,  168  U.  S.  144, 
42  L.  ed.  414,  18  Sup.  Ct.  45,  74  Fed. 
715,  69  Fed.  227,  6  I.  C.  C.  1;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  Ry.  V.  Behlmer,  175  U.  S. 
648,  44  L.  ed.  309,  20  Sup.  Ct.  209,  83 
Fed.  898,  71  Fed.  835,  6  I.  C.  C.  257; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
So.  Ry.,  105  Fed.  703,  6  I.  C.  C.  588; 
Brewer  &  Hanleiter  v.  C.  of  Ga.  Ry., 
84  Fed.  258,  7  I.  C.  C.  224;  Inter- 
state  Commerce  Commission  v.  L.  & 
N.  Ry.,  190  U.  S.  273,  47  L.  ed.  1047, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  687,  108  Fed.  988,  101 
Fed.  146,  102  Fed.  709,  7  I.  C.  C. 
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tions  of  law  and  fact  the  decisions  of  the  Commission  were 
overruled,  the  courts  holding  that  a  bridge  is  not  a  com- 
mon carrier;  ^  that  competition  is  to  be  considered  in  fix- 
ing rates  under  section  3;  ^  that  party  rates  are  not 
discriminatory;  ^^  that  the  granting  of  free  cartage  at  a 
terminal  is  not  a  rebate;  ^^  nor  a  violation  of  the  long-and- 
short-haul  clause;  ^'  that  there  is  no  discrimination  against 
shippers  if  they  are  not  offered  a  facility  for  which  they 
have  never  asked ;  ^^  that  the  value  of  an  article  should  be 
considered  in  determining  the  rate  to  be  paid;  ^^  that  a 
switching  charge  which  is  reasonable  in  itself  cannot  be 
condemned  because  when  added  to  the  through  charge  the 
whole  is  unreasonable ;  ^  that  an  elevator  allowance  paid 
to  a  shipper  for  treatment  of  his  own  grain  at  his  own 
elevator  is  not  a  rebate;  ^^  that  a  carrier  may  charge  dif- 
ferent rates  on  a  commodity  at  different  seasons  of  the  year ;  ^ 


431;  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
flion  V.  So.  Ry.,  122  Fed.  800, 1 17  Fed. 
741,  8  I.  C.  C.  571,  8  I.  C.  C.  409; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
So.  Pac.  Ry.,  Circuit  Court,  Califor- 
nia (not  reported),  8  I.  C.  C.  481; 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
N.  C.  &  St.  L.  Ry.,  120  Fed.  934,  8 
I.  C.  C.  503;  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  v.  C.  P.  &  V.  Ry.,  124 
Fed.  624,  9  I.  C.  C.  118. 

^  Kentucky  &  Indiana  Bridge  Co. 
V.  L.  A  N.  Ry.,  37  Fed.  567,  2 1.  C.  C. 
193,  2  I.  C.  C.  162. 

»Intmtate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  C.  G.  W.  Ry.,  209  U.  S.  108, 
52  L.  ed.  705,  28  Sup.  Ct.  493. 

*^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  B.  A  O.  Ry.,  145  U.  S.  263,  40 
L.  ed.  699,  12  Sup.  Ct.  844,  43  Fed. 
37,  3  I.  C.  C.  465. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  D.,  G.  H.  A  M.  Ry.,  167  U.  S. 
633,  42  L.  ed.  306,  17  Sup.  Ct.  986,  57 
Fed.  1005,  3  I.  C,  C.  613. 

•*  Interstate   Commerce  Commis- 
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sion  V.  A.,  T.  A  S.  F.  Ry.,  149  U.  S. 
264,  37  L.  ed.  727,  13  Sup.  Ct.  837, 
50  Fed.  295,  4  I.  C.  C.  104. 

"  Penn  Refining  Co.  v.  W.  N.  Y. 
A  P.  Ry.,  208  U.  S.  208, 52  L.  ed.  456, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  268,  137  Fed.  343,  82 
Fed.  192,  6  I.  C.  C.  449,  6  I.  C.  C. 
378,  6  I.  C.  C.  52,  5  I.  C.  C.  415. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Conmiis- 
sion  V.  D.,  L.  A  W.  Ry.,  64  Fed.  723, 
6  I.  C.  C.  148. 

■*  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Stidmey,  215  U.  S.  98,  54 
L.  ed.  112,  30  Sup.  Ct.  66,  164  Fed. 
638,  12  I.  C.  C.  507,  12  I.  C.  C.  6, 11 
I.  C.  C.  277, 10 1.  C.  C.  83. 

^Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Diffenbaugh,  Union  Pac.  Ry. 
V.  Peavey,  222  U.  S.  42,  56  L.  ed.  83, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  22,  176  Fed.  409,  14 
I.  C.  C.  551,  14  I.  C.  C.  510,  14 
I.  C.  C.  317,  14  I.  C.  C.  315,  13  I.  C. 
C.  498, 12  I.  C.  C.  85,  10 1.  C.  C.  309. 

^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  L.  A  N.  Ry.,  73  Fed.  409,  5 
I.  C.  C.  466. 
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that  a  carrier  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  profit  on  any  extra 
service  which  it  performs ;  *•  that  the  reservation  of  the  right 
of  routing  to  the  initial  carrier  is  not  prohibited  by  the  Act;  ^ 
that  a  shipper  is  not  legally  entitled  to  ship  on  a  local  rate 
to  one  point  and  thence  reship  on  a  local  rate  to  another 
point  when  the  through  rate  is  greater  than  the  combination 
of  the  locals;*^  that  the  Commission  cannot  compel  by  in- 
junction the  filing  of  reports  that  it  has  not  asked  for;  ^^  that 
payment  of  a  lighterage  allowance  on  a  shipper's  own  goods 
for  the  use  of  shipper's  terminal  was  not  discriminatory;  *' 
that  a  traction  company  is  not  a  lateral  branch  line  of  a  rail- 
way within  the  meaning  of  section  15;  •*  that  tap  lines  are 
common  carriers;*^  and  that  an  existing  through  route  is 
not  unsatisfactory  simply  because  many  travellers  prefer 
another  one.^ 


§  1146.  Action  contrary  to  evidence. 

The  Commission's  conclusions  of  fact  are  accepted  as 
final  provided  there  is  substantial  evidence  to  support 
them.  Evidence  is  as  necessary  to  the  discharge  of  the 
Commission's  quasi-judicial  functions  as  is  a  hearing,  and 
a  finding  without  evidence  to  support  it  is  arbitrary  and 


'•  Southern  Ry.  v.  St.  Louis  Hay  & 
Grain  Co.,  214  U.  S.  297,  53  L.  ed. 
1004,  27  Sup.  Ct.  678,  153  Fed.  728, 
149  Fed.  609,  11  I.  C.  C.  90. 

**  Southern  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  200 
U.  S.  536,  50  L.  ed.  585,  26  Sup.  Ct. 
330,  137  Fed.  606,  132  Fed.  829,  123 
Fed.  597,  9  I.  C.  C.  182. 

"  Hope  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  T.  A  P. 
Ry.,  not  reported,  see  20th  Ann.  Rep. 
of  I.  C.  C.  46,  10  I.  C.  C.  696. 

•*  United  States  v.  Union  Stock- 
yards, 226  U.  S.  286,  57  L.  ed.  226, 
33  Sup.  Ct.  83,  192  Fed.  348,  192 
Fed.  330,  1  Com.  Ct.  189,  225;  Ex 
parte  Docket  No.  25. 

•»  United  States  v.  B.  A  O.  Ry.,  231 
U.  S.  274,  56  L.  ed.  1107,  34  Sup.  Ct. 


75,  200  Fed.  779,  Commerce  Court, 
No.  38,  20 1.  C.  C.  200, 17 1.  C.  C.  40. 

•*  United  States  v.  B.  &  O.  S.  W. 
Ry.,  226  U.  S.  14,  57  L.  ed.  104,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  5,  Commerce  Court,  No. 
60,  195  Fed.  962,  20  I.  C.  C. 
486. 

•*  Tap  Line  Cases,  234  U.  S.  1,  58 
L.  ed.  1185,  34  Sup.  Ct.  741,  209  Fed. 
224,  23  I.  C.  C.  549,  23  I.  C.  C.  277, 
234  U.  S.  29,  34  Sup.  Ct.  741,  58 
L.  ed.  1185,  34  Sup.  Ct.  741,  209  Fed. 
260,  23  I.  C.  C.  549,  23  I.  C.  C.  277. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  216  U.  S.  538, 
54  L.  ed.  608, 30  Sup.  Ct.  155,  Circuit 
Coiurt  not  reported,  see  23d  Annual 
Report  of  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, 37,  16  I.  C.  C.  300. 
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void/^    Hence  when  it  is  contended  that  an  order  the  en- 
forcement of  which  is  resisted  was  rendered  without  any 
evidence  whatever  to  support  it,  the  consideration  of  such 
a  question  involves  not  an  issue  of  fact,  but  one  of  law 
which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  examine  and  decide.^ 
This  may  be  done  in  a  suit  for  damages  on  an  order  of  the 
Commission  awarding  reparation.^*    It  is  not  enough  for 
the  Commission  to  say  that  its  order  is  based  on  its  own 
investigation  independent  of  the  testimony  of  witnesses.^® 
''Such  an  investigation  is  quite  diflferent  from  a  view  by 
a  jury  taken  with  notice  and  subject  to  the  order  of  a 
court,  and  di£ferent  again  from  the  question  of  the  right 
of  the  Commission  to  take  notice  of  results  reached  by  it 
in  other  cases,  when  its  doing  so  is  made  to  appear  in  the 
record  and  the  facts  thus  noticed  are  specified  so  that 
matters  of  law  are  saved."  ^^    In  reviewing  an  order  of  a 
State  commission  directing  a  carrier  to  make  track  con- 
nections with  another  carrier,  the  court  said,  "Here  there 
is  no  evidence  of  inadequate  service,  no  proof  of  public 
complaint  or  of  a  public  demand,  and  no  testimony  that 
any  freight  had  been  oflFered  in  the  past  for  shipment  be- 
tween the  points  named,  or  that  any  such  freight  would  be 
ojffered  in  the  future;  nor  was  there  any  evidence  whatever 
as  to  the  volume  of  freight  that  would  use  these  tracks  or 
that  the  saving  in  freight  and  time  to  the  shipper  would 
justify  the  admitted  expense  to  the  carrier,  whether  that 
expense  be  $7,500,  as  found  by  the  Commission,  or  $21,000, 
as  claimed  by  the  carrier."  ^^    Under  the  Act  to  R^ulate 
Commerce,  however,  a  suit  in  the  Federal  courts  to  enjoin 

"  Interstate   CJommerce    Commis-  "^  Oregon  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.  v.  Fair- 

sion  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  227  U.  S.  88,  57  child,  224  U.  S.  510,  56  L.  ed.  863, 

L.  ed.  431,  33  Sup.  Ct.  185.  32  Sup.  Ct.  535. 

^  Florida    East    Coast    Line    v.  ^^  Justice  Holmes  in  United  States 

United  States,  234  U.S.  167,  58  L.ed.  v.  B.  &  O.  Southwestern  Ry.,  226 

1267,  34  Sup.  Ct.  867;  Louisville  &  U.  S.  14,  20,  57  L.  ed.  104,  33  Sup. 

NashviUe  Ry.  v.  Finn,  235  U.  S.  601,  Ct.  5. 

35  Sup.  Ct.  146.  "  Oregon  R.  R.  A  N.  Co.  v.  Faii^ 

••  Atlantic  Coast  Line  v.  Interstate  child,  224  U.  S.  510,  531,  56  L.  ed. 

Commerce  Conunission,  194  Fed.  449.  863,  32  Sup.  Ct.  535. 
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an  order  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  fixing 
charges  is  not  confined  to  an  ascertainment  of  what  was 
determined  by  the  Commission  and  to  a  consideration  of 
the  sufficiency  of  the  facts  as  determined  by  it  to  sustain 
the  order;  but  on  the  contrary  the  hearing  may  be  de  novo, 
and  may  include  the  taking  and  consideration  of  evidence 
other  than  that  before  the  Commission.^' 

§  1146.  Limitation  to  evidence  in  the  record. 

This  means  that  in  order  to  have  what  may  pass  as 
due  process  of  law  there  cannot  be  substantial  disregard 
of  our  ancient  traditions.  The  Commission  is  not  justi- 
fied in  condemning  rates  and  making  revisions  upon  mere 
impressions  and  comparisons,  but  may  act  only  upon  facts 
and  conditions  duly  established.  In  this  light  the  right 
to  a  hearing  which  the  Act  provides  must  be  fully  pro- 
tected. Manifestly  there  is  no  hearing  in  any  true  sense 
unless  the  party  knows  what  evidence  is  offered  or  con- 
sidered, and  is  given  opportunity  to  explain  and  refute  it. 
This  is  not  merely  a  matter  of  proper  construction  of  the 
Act,  it  is  a  right  which  comes  from  the  Constitution  itself. 
Even  though  it  be  recognized  that  the  Commission  is  a 
body  of  experts,  it  may  not  condemn  a  rate  as  unreason- 
able merely  upon  the  knowledge  and  accumulated  experi- 
ence of  its  members,  but  may  do  so  only  upon  a  full  hear- 
ing giving  opportunity  to  the  carrier  to  be  heard.  This 
argument  was  brought  out  fully  in  the  Supreme  Court  re- 
cently where  the  contention  was  made  that  the  findings 
and  orders  of  the  Commission  under  section  15  might  be 
originally  supported  and  subsequently  defended  by  in- 
formation which  the  Commission  had  gathered  under  sec- 
tion 12  for  general  purposes.  But  the  Supreme  Court 
would  have  none  of  this  where  the  rights  of  parties  were 
involved.  When  the  point  was  raised  apparently  for  the 
first  time  in  United  States  v.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  South- 

7s  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  v.      Interstate    Commerce    Commission, 

164  Fed.  645. 
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western  Railroad/^  there  was  no  question  about  the  atti- 
tude of  the  Supreme  C!ourt.  The  Supreme  Court  is  now 
plainly  insistent  that  all  parties  before  the  Commission 
in  any  proceedings  directed  against  them  must  be  fully 
apprised  of  the  evidence  submitted  or  to  be  considered 
and  must  be  given  opportunity  to  cross-examine  witnesses 
and  to  inspect  documents  and  to  oflFer  evidence  in  explana- 
tion and  rebuttal.  In  no  other  way  consistently  with  what 
we  consider  due  course  of  the  administration  of  justice  can 
a  party  maintain  its  rights  or  make  out  its  defense.  More- 
over, as  the  Supreme  Court  has  keenly  appreciated,  in  no 
other  way  can  the  courts  inquire  as  to  the  existence  of 
evidence  upon  which  the  finding  might  be  based ;  for  other- 
wise, even  though  it  appeared  that  the  order  was  without 
evidence,  the  manifest  deficiency  could  always  be  explained 
on  the  theory  that  the  Conmiission  had  before  it  extrane- 
ous, unknown,  but  presiunptively  sufficient,  information 
to  support  the  finding. 


§  1147.  Conclusiveness  of  Commission  findings. 

If,  however,  the  Commission's  conclusion  is  supported  by 
evidence  it  is  final.  The  evidence  must  be  substantial; 
the  public  interests  involved  are  so  many  and  so  vast  that 
a  mere  scintilla  of  proof  is  not  enough. ^^  Where  there  is  a 
very  considerable  mass  of  testimony,  which,  if  believed 


'*  226  U.  S.  14,  57  L.  ed.  104,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  5. 

In  a  petition  to  the  Circuit  Court 
to  enforce  an  order  of  the  Commission 
before  the  judge  sitting  without  a 
jury,  the  full  report  of  the  Commis- 
sion, containing  a  commingled  state- 
ment of  opinion  drawn  from  the 
facts  and  of  conclusions  of  law,  as 
well  as  of  the  facts  themselves,  was 
admitted  in  evidence,  complainant 
stating  to  the  court  the  nature  of 
said  report  and  offering  it  in  evidence 
in  so  far  as  the  facts  therein  con- 
tained were  material  or  competent. 
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The  court  held  the  admission  of 
said  report  was  not  prejudicial  on 
the  ground  that  it  included  the  ex- 
traneous opinions  and  conclusions 
of  the  Commission.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Feintuch,  191  Fed. 
482. 

^^  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Un.  Pac.  Ry.,  222  U.  S.  541, 
56  L.  ed.  308,  32  Sup.  Ct.  108;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  Ry.  V.  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commissions,  195  Fed.  541; 
L.  &  P.  Ry.  V.  United  States,  209 
Fed.  242. 
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by  the  Commission,  would  justify  it  in  finding  a  rate  un- 
reasonable and  it  appears  that  it  has  based  its  decision  on 
such  testimony,  the  condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of 

* 

its  power  to  fix  reasonable  rates  has  been  met."^  In  a  coal 
rate  case  there  was  evidence  before  the  Commission  as  to 
cost  of  transportation,  operating  expenses,  interest,  depre- 
ciation, other  rates  for  transporting  coal,  markets,  allow- 
ances, terminal  expenses  and  the  life  of  the  carrier  and  other 
conditions.  On  appeal  the  court  held  that  the  order  reduc- 
ing rates  could  not  be  declared  invalid  on  the  ground  of 
lack  of  evidence.  ^^  It  is  not  for  the  courts  to  say  whether 
the  Commission  has  properly  attached  great  or  little  weight 
to  evidence  adduced  upon  a  given  point  or  whether  the 
conclusion  reached  by  the  Commission  upon  testimony  as 
to  facts  alone  shows  a  mistake  as  to  some  particular  fact 
not  essential  or  vital  to  the  proceeding,  or  an  inadvertency, 
or  is  not  such  a  conclusion  as  the  courts  might  have 
reached.  If  the  particular  matter  in  issue  and  inquired 
into  was  one  of  fact  and  a  full  hearing  was  afforded  and 
the  conclusion  reached  is  supported  by  substantial  evi- 
dence, it  will  not  be  nullified  by  the  courts.  ^^  Whether  the 
Commission  gives  much  or  little  weight  to  a  particular 
piece  of  evidence  or  regards  it  as  controlling  in  arriving  at 
a  result  is  immaterial, ^^  since  this  is  a  question  of  fact  and 
not  of  law.*^  But  the  legal  effect  of  evidence  is  a  question 
of  law.  The  Commission,  even  when  acting  in  its  quasi- 
judicial  capacity,  is  not  limited  by  the  strict  rules  as  to 
the  admissibility  of  evidence  which  prevail  in  suits  be- 
tween private  parties.^*    But  the  more  liberal  the  practice 

^•Atchison,   T.   &   S.   F.   Ry.   v.  Ry.    v.    United    States,    204    Fed. 

United  States,  203  Fed.  56.  986. 

"  Lehigh   Valley   Ry.    v.    United  "  lUinois  Central  Ry.  v.  Interstate 

States,  204  Fed.  986.  Commeroe  Commission,  206  U.   S. 

«  Norfolk  &  Western  Ry.  v.  United  441,  466,  61  L.  ed.  1128,  27  Sup.  Ct. 

States,  195  Fed.  953.  700. 

"  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  **  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

Commerce    Commission,    184    Fed.  sion  v.  Baird,  194  U.  S.  25,  48  L.  ed. 

118,    195  Fed.   541;   Lehigh  Valley  860,  24  Sup.  Ct.  563. 
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as  to  the  introduction  of  testimony^  the  more  impefalire 
it  is  that  the  essential  rules  of  evidence  by  which  these 
rights  are  asserted  or  def^ided  should  be  preserved." 

Topic  C.  Procedure  for  Determining  Validity  of  Comndstion 

Action 

§  1148.  Ten^orary  restraining  orders. 

Should  any  person  affected  by  an  order  of  the  Commis- 
sion be  convinced  that  such  order  should  be  set  aside, 
annulled  or  suspended,  in  whole  or  in  part,  he  may  invoke 
the  jurisdictioA  of  the  district  court  by  filing  in  the  office 
of  the  clerk  of  that  court  a  written  petition  setting  forth 
briefly  and  succinctly  the  facts  constituting  the  petitioner's 
cause  of  action,  and  specifying  the  relief  sought.  The 
pendency  of  such  suit  shall  not  of  itself  stay  or  suspend 
the  operation  of  the  order  of  the  Commission,  but  the 
court  may,  in  its  discretion,  restrain  or  suspend,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  the  operation  of  the  Commission's  order  pending 
the  final  hearing  and  determination  of  the  suit.  It  is 
clear  that  injunction  orders  may  be  issued  upon  applica- 
tion to  the  district  courts  in  three  forms:  First,  a  tem- 
porary restraining  order  staying  in  whole  or  in  part  the 
operation  of  the  order  of  the  Commission  for  not  more 
than  sixty  days,  to  be  allowed  by  a  majority  of  three 
judges;  second,  a  preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  or  sus- 
pend in  whole  or  in  part  the  operation  of  the  Commission's 
order,  pendente  lite,  to  be  allowed  by  a  majority  of  three 
judges;  third,  in  the  nature  of  things,  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion upon  the  entry  of  the  final  decree.*'  As  to  the  first 
of  these  forms  of  equitable  relief,  the  Act  provides  that 
where  irreparable  damage  would  otherwise  ensue  to  the 
petitioner,  application  may  be  made  to  the  district  court 
and  shall  be  heard  by  three  judges,  at  least  one  of  whom 
shall  be  a  circuit  judge.    If  a  majority  of  the  three  judges 

"Interstate  Commerce  Commuh  ^  United  States  y.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  225 
Bion  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  227  U.  S.  88,  57  U.  S.  306,  56  L.  ed.  1107,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
L.  cd.  431,  33  Sup.  Ct.  185.  742. 
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concur,  they  may,  on  hearing,  after  not  less  than  three 
days'  notice  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and 
the  Attorney  General,  allow  a  temporary  stay  or  suspen- 
sion, in  whole  or  in  part,  of  the  operation  of  the  order  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  for  not  more  than 
sixty  days. 


§  1149.  Injunction  against  enforcement. 

No  interlocutory  injunction  suspending  or  restraining 
the  enforcement,  operation,  or  execution  of,  or  setting 
aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order  made  or  entered  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall  be  issued  or 
granted  by  any  district  court  of  the  United  States,  or 
by  any  judge  thereof,  or  by  any  circuit  judge  acting  as 
district  judge,  unless  the  application  for  the  same  shall 
be  presented  to  a  circuit  or  district  judge,  and  shall  be 
heard  and  determined  by  three  judges,  of  whom  at  least 
one  shall  be  a  circuit  judge,  and  unless  a  majority  of  said 
three  judges  shall  concur  in  granting  such  application. 
When  such  application  is  presented  to  a  judge,  he  shaU 
immediately  call  two  other  judges  to  his  assistance  to 
hear  and  determine  the  application.  This  application  shall 
not  be  heard  or  determined  before  at  least  five  days'  notice 
of  the  hearing  has  been  given  to  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  to  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
and  to  such  other  persons  as  may  be  defendants  in  the 
suit.  The  judges  may,  at  the  time  of  hearing  an  applica- 
tion for  a  temporary  restraining  order,  upon  a  like  finding, 
continue  the  temporary  stay  or  suspension  in  whole  or  in 
part  until  decision  upon  the  application.®*  The  hearing 
upon  such  application  for  an  interlocutory  injunction  shall 
be  given  precedence  and  shall  be  in  every  way  expedited 


^  In  interpreting  almost  identical 
language  in  the  Act  creating  the 
Commerce  Court,  the  Supreme  Court 
held  that  the  requirement  as  to  a 
finding  based  upon  evidence  identified 
by  reference  thereto  applied  only  to 

67 


the  temporary  restraining  order  and 
not  to  a  preliminary  injunction 
pendente  Hie,  United  States  v.  B.  & 
O.  Ry.,  225  U.  S.  306,  66  L.  ed.  1100, 
32  Sup.  Ct.  817. 
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as  to  the  introduction  oi  testimooy,  the  mote  inqxntive 
it  is  that  the  essential  rules  ot  evidence  by  which  these 
rights  are  asserted  or  defended  diouki  be  preBO^'ed.'* 

Topic  C.  Procedure  for  Determinifig  VaUdiiy  of  Comammon 

Action 

§  1148*  Temponuy  restraining  ofden* 

Should  any  person  affected  by  an  order  of  the  Ccmmiis- 
sion  be  convinced  that  such  order  should  be  set  aside, 
annulled  or  suspended,  in  whole  or  in  part,  he  may  invoke 
the  jurisdictioA  of  the  district  court  by  filing  in  the  office 
of  the  clerk  of  that  court  a  written  petition  setting  forth 
briefly  and  succinctly  the  facts  constituting  the  petitioner's 
cause  of  action,  and  specifying  the  relief  sou^t.  The 
pendency  of  such  suit  shall  not  of  itself  stay  or  suspend 
the  operation  of  the  order  of  the  Commission,  but  the 
court  may,  in  its  discretion,  restrain  or  suspend,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  the  operation  of  the  Commission's  order  pending 
the  final  hearing  and  determination  of  the  suit.  It  is 
clear  that  injunction  orders  may  be  issued  upon  applica- 
tion to  the  district  courts  in  three  forms:  First,  a  tem- 
porary restraining  order  staying  in  whole  or  in  part  the 
operation  of  the  order  of  the  Commission  for  not  more 
than  sixty  days,  to  be  allowed  by  a  majority  of  three 
judges;  second,  a  preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  or  sus- 
pend in  whole  or  in  part  the  operation  of  the  Commission's 
order,  pendente  lite,  to  be  allowed  by  a  majority  of  three 
judges;  third,  in  the  nature  of  things,  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion upon  the  entry  of  the  final  decree."  As  to  the  first 
of  these  forms  of  equitable  relief,  the  Act  provides  that 
where  irreparable  damage  would  otherwise  ensue  to  the 
petitioner,  application  may  be  made  to  the  district  coiut 
and  shall  be  heard  by  three  judges,  at  least  one  of  whom 
shall  be  a  circuit  judge.    If  a  majority  of  the  three  judges 

"  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-  ^  United  States  y.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  225 
sion  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  227  U.  8.  88,  57  U.  S.  306,  56  L.  ed.  1107,  32  Sup.  Ct. 
L.  ed.  431,  33  Sup.  Ct.  185.  742. 
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concur,  they  may,  on  hearing,  after  not  less  than  three 
days'  notice  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and 
the  Attorney  General,  allow  a  temporary  stay  or  suspen- 
sion, in  whole  or  in  part,  of  the  operation  of  the  order  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  for  not  more  than 
sixty  days. 

§  1149.  Injunction  against  enforcement 

No  interlocutory  injunction  suspending  or  restraining 
the  enforcement,  operation,  or  execution  of,  or  setting 
aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order  made  or  entered  by 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall  be  issued  or 
granted  by  any  district  court  of  the  United  States,  or 
by  any  judge  thereof,  or  by  any  circuit  judge  acting  as 
district  judge,  unless  the  application  for  the  same  shall 
be  presented  to  a  circuit  or  district  judge,  and  shall  be 
heard  and  determined  by  three  judges,  of  whom  at  least 
one  shall  be  a  circuit  judge,  and  unless  a  majority  of  said 
three  judges  shall  concur  in  granting  such  application. 
When  such  application  is  presented  to  a  judge,  he  shall 
immediately  call  two  other  judges  to  his  assistance  to 
hear  and  determine  the  application.  This  application  shall 
not  be  heard  or  determined  before  at  least  five  days'  notice 
of  the  hearing  has  been  given  to  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  to  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
and  to  such  other  persons  as  may  be  defendants  in  the 
suit.  The  judges  may,  at  the  time  of  hearing  an  applica- 
tion for  a  temporary  restraining  order,  upon  a  like  finding, 
continue  the  temporary  stay  or  suspension  in  whole  or  in 
part  until  decision  upon  the  application.®*  The  hearing 
upon  such  application  for  an  interlocutory  injunction  shall 
be  given  precedence  and  shall  be  in  every  way  expedited 

^*  In  interpreting  almost  identical  the  temporary  restraining  order  and 

language   in   the  Act   creating  the  not    to    a    preliminary    injunction 

Commerce  Court,  the  Supreme  Court  pendente  Ule.    United  States  v.  B.  & 

held  that  the  requirement  as  to  a  O.  Ry.,  225  U.  S.  306,  56  L.  ed.  1100, 

finding  based  upon  evidence  identified  32  Sup.  Ct.  817. 
by  reference  thereto  applied  only  to 
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and  be  assigned  for  a  hearing  at  the  earliest  practicable 
day  after  the  expiration  of  the  notice  hereinbefore  provided 
for.  Upon- the  final  hearing  of  any  suit  brought  to  sus- 
pend or  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order  of  the 
Commission,  the  same  requirements  as  to  judges  and  as 
to  the  expedition  of  the  suit  shall  apply.  In  passing  upon 
such  petitions  which  include  the  report  or  opinion  of  the 
Commission,  the  court  is  limited  to  examining  the  report 
or  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Conmiission,  and  the 
views  of  the  minority  are  not  open  to  consideration.** 

§  1150.  Balance  of  equities. 

In  a  suit  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  action  of  the  Commis- 
sion, the  court  starts  with  the  presumption  that  the  order 
is  valid,  and  the  burden  of  showing  that  the  facts  are  such 
as  to  render  the  order  invahd  rests  upon  the  carrier  assail- 
ing it,  and  unless  the  case  made  on  behalf  of  the  carrier 
is  a  clear  one  the  order  ought  to  be  upheld.^  In  determin- 
ing whether  it  should  temporarily  enjoin  a  proposed  in- 
crease of  interstate  rates  the  court  must  take  into  ac- 
count the  balance  of  equities  between  the  shippers  and  the 
carriers.  If  the  balance  of  detriment  or  inconvenience  in 
the  event  the  temporary  injunction  is  refused  is  against 
the  shippers,  then  the  injunction  will  be  granted.  But  if, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  balance  of  detriment  or  incon- 
venience is  against  the  carrier,  in  the  event  the  temporary 
injunction  should  be  issued,  then  it  should  be  refused.*^ 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  will  not  on  appeal 
reverse  an  order  of  preliminary  injunction  of  an  inferior 
Federal  court  to  restrain  an  order  of  the  Commission  for- 
bidding carriers  to  make  certain  allowances,  except  where 
there  has  been  an  abuse  of  discretion  by  the  inferior  court, 

"  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.  v.  Inter-  Commerce    Commission,    164    Fed. 

state   Commerce   Commission,    188  645. 

Fed.  229;  Southern  Pacific  Ry.  v.  » Arlington  Heights  Fruit  Co.  v. 

Interstate    Commerce    Commission,  So.  Pac.  Ry.,  175  Fed.  141 ;  NashviUe 

188  Fed.  241.  Grain  Exchange  v.   United  States, 

»  Mo.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  Interstate  191  Fed.  37. 
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or  where  it  plainly  appears  that  the  preliminary  order  was 
in  effect  a  decision  by  the  inferior  court  of  the  whole 
controversy  on  its  merits,  or  when  it  is  demonstrable  that 
grave  detriment  to  the  public  interest  will  result  from  a 
failure  of  the  Supreme  Court  finally  to  dispose  of  the  con- 
troversy without  remanding  the  case.^  On  appeal  from 
the  order  of  an  inferior  court  enjoining  an  order  of  the 
Commission,  the  Supreme  Court  reviews  the  findings  of 
the  Commission.^* 

§  1151.  Appeal  from  the  district  court  on  petitions  for  in- 
junctions. 

An  appeal  may  be  taken  direct  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  from  the  order  of  the  district  court 
granting  or  denying,  after  notice  and  hearing,  an  inter- 
locutory  injunction  in  such  case,  if  such  appeal  be  taken 
within  thirty  days  after  the  order  in  respect  to  which  the 
complaint  is  made  is  granted  or  refused,  and  upon  the  final 
hearing  of  any  suit  brought  to  suspend  or  set  aside,  in 
whole  or  m  part,  any  order  of  the  Commission,  the  same 
requirements  as  to  appeals  shall  apply.  A  final  judgment 
or  decree  of  the  district  court  may  be  reviewed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  if  appeal  thereto  be  taken  by  an  aggrieved 
party  within  sixty  days  after  the  entry  of  such  final  judg- 
ment or  decree,  and  such  appeals  may  be  taken  in  like 
manner  as  appeals  are  taken  imder  existing  law  in  equity 
cases.  And  in  such  case  the  notice  required  shall  be  served 
upon  the  defendants  in  the  case.  It  was  formerly  within 
the  power  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  suspend  its  decree  re- 
quiring a  carrier  to  desist  from  violating  the  Act,  pending 
an  appeal  from  such  decree,  until  a  decision  should  be  made 
by  the  appellate  court.    It  was  said  that  this  power  should 

»  United  States  V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  225  Commission  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  216 

U.  S.  306,  56  L.  ed.  1100,  32  Sup.  Ct.  U.  S.  538,  30  Sup.  Ct.  415;  Kentucky 

817.  Bridge  Ck).  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  37  Fed. 

*  Interstate   Commerce  Commis-  567;  Mo.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 

sion  V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  216  U.  S.  531,  Commerce    Commission,    164    Fed. 

30  Sup.  Ct .  41 7;  Interstate  Commerce  645. 
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always  be  exwcised  whenever  irreparable  injury  may  result 
by  continuing  the  decree  in  effect  as  rendered.*®  And  this 
provision  was  said  not  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  policy 
expressed  in  the  Expediting  Act.** 

§  1162.  Sufficiency  of  avennents. 

If  a  petition  is  brought  for  the  restraining  or  annulment 
of  an  order  of  the  Commission,  it  must  set  forth  facts 
which  if  true  would  sustain  the  petitioner's  contention. 
This  is  particularly  necessary  in  cases  where  it  is  claimed 
that  the  Commission's  order  is  confiscatory.  In  such  a 
case,  a  demurrer  will  be  sustained  where  the  bill  merely 
charges  in  general  terms  that  the  rates  prescribed  are  not 
reasonably  compensatory  and  do  not  yield  a  reasonable 
profit,  as  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carriers,  having,  as  they  do, 
largely  in  their  possession  the  means  of  information,  to 
set  out  the  revenue  derived,  the  cost  of  service,  the  amount 
of  revenue  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  the  petitioners 
as  common  carriers,  to  what  extent  such  revenue  would 
be  affected  by  the  rates  prescribed  in  the  order  complained 
of,  and  other  facts  showing  confiscation.*^  So  also  general 
allegations  in  a  bill  attacking  an  order  fixing  maximum 
freight  rates  which  state  in  substance  the  judgment  of  the 
pleader  as  to  what  the  evidence  before  the  Commission 
did  not  ''tend  to  establish,"  are  insufficient  to  justify  a 
court  in  enjoining  the  enforcement  of  the  order  upon  the 
ground  that  the  Commission  had  either  denied  the  hearing 
contemplated  by  the  Act,  or,  by  its  arbitrary  action,  had 
been  guilty  of  an  abuse  of  power,  nor  is  the  allegation  that 
losses  in  revenue  will  result  sufficient  to  establish  confiscar 
tion  without  any  showing  as  to  the  value  of  the  property 
employed,  the  expense  of  operation,  or  the  return  which  wiU 
be  permitted  under  the  rates  prescribed.*' 

"^Interstate   Commerce  Gommis-  ** Atlantic  Coast  Line  y.   Inter- 

sion  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  R.,  101  state   Commerce   Commiasiony    194 

Fed.  146.  Fed.  449. 

*^  InterstateCommerceCommission  **  Louisville  &   Nashville  Ry.  v. 

V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  137  Fed.  606.  Garrett,  231  U.  S.  208,  58  L.  ed.  229, 
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§  1153.  Necessary  and  proper  parties. 

Under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  suits  in  the  courts 
to  enjoin,  set  aside,  annul  or  suspend  an  order  of  the 
Commission  may  be  maintained  not  only  by  those  who 
were  parties  to  the  complaint  before  the  Commission  but 
by  anyone  who  is  affected  by  the  Commission's  order. 
Nor  is  it  necessary  that  all  the  parties  to  the  complaint 
should  be  joined.  This  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  peti- 
tion in  the  courts  is  not  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  but  it 
is  a  plenary  suit  in  equity  and  may  be  brought  by  one 
party  without  joining  the  other  parties  to  the  order.*^  The 
determination  of  the  question  as  to  what  parties  may  main- 
tain such  suits  is  left  by  the  Act  to  the  general  rules  and 
practices  in  equity,  and  under  them  any  party  whose 
rights  or  property  are  in  danger  of  irreparable  injury  from 
an  unauthorized  order  of  the  Commission  may  appeal  to  a 
Federal  court  of  equity  for  relief.*^  Hence  when  carriers 
are  not  made  party  defendants  to  a  complaint  before  the 
Commission,  but  the  order  of  the  Commission  reducing 
rates  will  inevitably  require  reductions  by  such  carriers  in 
large  amounts  from  the  fact  that  they  are  largely  engaged 
in  the  transportation  affected  by  such  Order,  they  have 
a  sufficient  interest  to  entitle  them  to  join  in  a  petition 
to  the  Federal  court  to  enjoin  said  order.  Likewise  the 
courts  may  at  their  discretion  permit  the  parties  to  any 
complaint  before  the  Commission  to  intervene  as  defend- 
ants in  a  suit  to  enjoin  an  order  of  the  Commission, 
where  such  intervention  does  not  delay  the  progress  of 
the  suit.** 


34  Sup.  Ct.  48.  So  a  rate  on  a  partic- 
ular product  will  not  be  set  aside 
when  the  carrier  ofTers  no  evidence 
as  to  its  receipts  or  the  value  of 
its  property  affected  by  the  order. 
Wood  V.  Vandalia  Ry.,  231  U.  S.  1, 
58  L.  ed.  97,  32  Sup.  Ct.  7,  nor  when 
the  lower  court  ascertained  the  value 
by  an  unreliable  method.  Minpesota 
Rate  Cases,  230  U.  S.  352,  57  L.  ed. 


1511,  33  Sup.  Ct.  729;  Missouri 
Rate  Cases,  230  U.  S.  474,  57  L.  ed. 
1571,  30  Sup.  Ct.  975. 

^  Atlantic  Coast  Line  v.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  194  Fed.  449. 

••Peavey  &  Co.  v.  Union  Pacific 
Ry.,  176  Fed.  409. 

••  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  Ry.  v.  Intci- 
state  Commerce  Commission,  169 
Fed.  894. 
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§  1164.  Venue  of  enforcement  suits. 

The  District  Court  Jurisdiction  Act  of  1913  provides 
that  the  venue  of  any  suit  brought  to  enforce,  suspend, 
or  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  in  the  judicial  district  wherein  is   the 
residence  of  the  party  or  any  of  the  parties  upon  whose 
petition  the  order  was  made,  except  that  when  the  order 
does  not  relate  to  transportation  or  is  not  made  upon  the 
petition  of  any  party  the  venue  shall  be  in  the  district 
where  the  matter  complained  of  in  the  petition  before  the 
Commission  arises,  and  except  that  where  the  order  does 
not  relate  either  to  transportation  or  to  a  matter  so  com- 
plained of  before  the  Commission,  the  matter  covered  by 
the  order  shall  be  deemed  to  arise  in  the  district  where 
one  of  the  petitioners  in  court  has  either  its  principal  oflBce 
or  its  principal  operating  office.    Where  one  of  two  carriers 
which  have  established  a  joint  rate  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  an  order  of  the  Commission  affecting 
such  rate  may  be  enforced  as  against  that  carrier,  although 
the  other  carrier  is  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  cannot,  on  that  account,  be  made  a  party.*^ 

§  1166.  Introduction  of  new  evidence. 

Since  the  proceedings  in  equity  either  for  restraining, 
annulling,  or  enforcing  an  order  of  the  Commission  are  de 
novo,  the  parties  are  not  restricted  to  the  evidence  upon 
which  the  Commission  based  its  finding,  but  may  introduce 
new  evidence.*®  The  Supreme  Court,  however,  has  severely 
condemned  the  practice  of  willfully  withholding  essential 
evidence  from  the  Commission  and  first  introducing  it  in 
proceedings  in  court.  "The  Commission  is  an  adminis- 
trative board.  .  .  .  The  theory  of  the  Act  evidently  is,  as 
shown  by  the  provision  that  the  findings  of  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  regarded  as  prima  fade  evidence,  that 

"  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-  "  Mo.,  K.  &  T.  Ry.  v.  Interstate 
sion  V.  T.  A  P.  Ry.,  52  Fed.  187;  Commerce  Commission,  164  Fed. 
affirmed,  57  Fed.  948,  6  C.  C.  A.  653.      646. 
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the  facts  of  the  case  are  to  be  disclosed  before  the  Commis- 
sion. We  do  not  mean,  of  course,  that  either  party,  in  a 
trial  in  the  court,  is  to  be  restricted  to  the  evidence  that 
was  before  the  Commission,  but  that  the  purposes  of  the 
Act  call  for  a  full  inquiry  by  the  Commission  into  all  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  pertinent  to  the  questions 
involved."  ^  But  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
provide  that  if  the  party  affected  had  a  right  to  introduce 
all  material  evidence  at  the  hearing  before  the  Commission 
no  new  evidence  shall  be  introduced  on  review  in  the 
courts.  In  such  case  the  Commission  acts  like  a  master  in 
chancery.  It  takes  testimony  and  makes  findings,  and 
the  court  tests  their  correctness  by  reviewing  the  evidence 
upon  which  they  were  based.  ^  Even  without  such  legis- 
lation the  court  in  a  recent  case  held  that  if  the  carrier 
wished  to  introduce  additional  evidence  as  to  whether  a 
rate  was  confiscatory  it  should  apply  to  the  Commission 
for  a  rehearing,  and  unless  it  appeared  that  the  Commis- 
sion had  excluded  evidence  that  was  material,  the  court 
would  review  the  order  only  on  the  testimony  that  was 
before  the  Commission.^ 

Topic  Z>.  Enforcement  Proceedings  in  the  Courts 

§  1156.  Functions  of  the  Commission  in  the  enforcement 
of  the  Act 

The  Act  imposes  upon  the  Commission  many  duties  and 
authorizes  it  to  exercise  many  powers  without  however 
providing  the  Commission  itself  with  the  necessary  ma- 
chinery. In  such  cases  the  Act  provides  that  the  Commis- 
sion may  resort  to  the  courts  for  assistance.  The  Act  ex- 
pressly states,  ''The  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and 
required  to  execute  and  enforce  the  provisions  of  this 

»  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  Ry.  v.  child,  224  U.  S.  510,  56  L.  ed.  863, 

Interstate    Ck)mmerce    Commission,  32  Sup.  Ct.  535. 
162  U.  S.  184,  196,  40  L.  ed.  935,  27  *  Louisville   &    Nashville   Ry.    v. 

Sup.  Ct.  948.  United  States,  218  Fed.  89. 

>  Oregon  R.  R.  &  N.  Co.  v.  Fair- 
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i00n0Sttj0SUK  of  tc*  -SaJe^.T  Ap^'ju-rr'  Arts  <€  ^^9^  *-*-  I>I  \ 
laA  tU  S^L-Vmu  A^  of  M2.T  9'j.  i:^:>^.  aini  for  ih&s 
puri>ri«e  b  autbmeed  to  use  aJi  i£e  povcR  vh^  vijcb 
tt  k  v««toi  Qjjdcr  a£?  ciuictiiiE£:  of  C:-Qgrasu  It  b  ako 
nff*jurtd  to  lodge  with  tije  proper  distnrt  an^ner  any 
ifd^miiAtifm  wkkrb  it  mar  acquire  as  to  v>:«adoits  of  the 
H/^um  ^^  Hervke  Act  of  i^Iart^fa  4.  19Qf7.  aiid  is  jotlMvued 
to  eati^ne  any  orderg  wLich  it  may  make  in  conseqaaire 
44  the  poweni  vested  in  it  by  the  GoTcmmait-akfed  Bail- 
road  and  Tdeg^ph  Act  of  August  7,  ISSS.  The  Commts- 
M/m  ii(  aliio  charg^  with  the  enfcxccment  oi  the  Claytoii 
Anti-truid  Act  of  October  15,  1914,  in  so  far  as  that  Act 
n^UiSi  to  carriers.  For  the  purpoBe  ot  aiding  it  in  the 
acconiplii(hment  of  the  objects  for  which  it  was  established, 
tlie  Conunisfdon  may  require  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to 
file  annual  reports  of  their  operations,  and  monthly  reports 
4ft  their  earnings  and  expenses,  together  with  such  q)ecial 
reports  as  may  be  desired  on  qiecific  matten  as  to  which 
the  OmunisHion  is  required  to  keep  itself  informed.  The 
Omunission  may  also  prescribe  a  uniform  s>^em  of  ac- 
r^^iunts  for  all  carriers,  and  shaU  have  access  at  all  times 
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to  all  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  kept  by  carriers 
subject  to  the  Act.  And  no  other  accounts,  records,  or 
memoranda  than  those  prescribed  or  approved  by  the 
Commission  may  be  kept  by  any  such  carrier. 

§  1167.  Judicial  process  in  aid  of  proceedings  before  the 
Commission. 

Section  12  of  the  Act  provides  that  the  Commission 
shall  have  authority  to  inquire  into  the  management  of 
the  business  of  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act,  and  shall  keep  itself  informed  as  to  the 
manner  and  method  in  which  the  same  is  conducted.  For 
this  purpose  it  is  empowered  to  obtain  from  the  carriers 
whatever  information  may  be  necessary  to  enable  it  to 
carry  out  the  objects  for  which  it  was  created.  To  this 
end  it  is  provided  that  "for  the  piuposes  of  this  Act  the 
Commission  may  require,  by  subpoena,  the  attendance  and 
testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  all  books, 
papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements,  and  documents  re- 
lating to  any  matter  under  investigation.''  In  case  of 
contumacy  or  refusal  to  obey  a  subpoena  issued  by  the 
Commission,  a  district  court  of  the  United  States  may 
issue  an  order  requiring  such  common  carrier  or  other 
person  to  appear  before  the  Commission  and  produce  books 
and  papers  if  so  ordered  and  give  evidence  touching  the 
matter  in  question.  Any  failure  to  obey  such  order  may 
be  punished  by  the  court  as  contempt  thereof.  No  wit- 
ness may  be  excused  from  testifying  on  the  ground  that 
his  evidence  might  tend  to  incriminate  him,  but  such  evi- 
dence may  not  be  used  against  him  on  the  trial  of  any 
criminal  proceeding  except  for  perjury  committed  while  so 
testifying.  Soon  after  these  provisions  authorizing  the 
Commission  to  resort  to  the  courts  for  assistance  in  ob- 
taining testimony  were  enacted,  the  contention  was  set  up 
that  such  a  proceeding  before  the  courts  was  not  a  case 
or  controversy  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution 
and  was  not  a  judicial  function  and  hence  could  not  be 
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required  of  the  courts.    But  the  court  held  that  the  func- 
tions entrusted  to  the  Commission  were  within  the  jwwff 
of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce  and  that  they  could  not 
be  discharged  without  the  taking  of  testimony.    The  Com- 
mission, however,  not  being  a  judicial  body,  could  not 
compel  testimony  and  it  must  therefore  recdve  the  as- 
sistance of  the  courts.     An  application  to  the  courts  for 
an  order  compelling  a  witness  to  appear  and  testify  pre- 
sents all  the  elements  of  a  judicial  controversy,  for  in  de- 
termining whether  or  not  the  order  should  issue  the  court 
is  obliged  to  determine  whether  the  Commission  is  entitled 
to  the  evidence  which  it  seeks  and  whether  the  refusal  of 
the  witness  to  testify  or  to  produce  papers  is  in  derogation 
of  the  rights  of  the  United  States.'    These  questions  were 
presented  in  a  case  in  which  the  Commission,  in  the  course 
of  an  investigation  initiated  on  its  own  motion,  sought  an 
order  compelling  testimony  from  a  witness  who  refused  to 
testify  on  the  ground  that  the  questions  did  not  relate  to 
any  affirmative  provision  of  the  Act  which  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  Commission  to  enforce,  and  another  witness  who 
refused  to  answer  on  the  groimd  that  the  questions  related 
to  the  business  of  a  private  banking  house  and  not  to  that 
of  a  carrier.    The  Commission  contended  that  it  was  au- 
thorized to  make  investigations  not  only  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  Act  had  been  violated  but  also 
as  a  basis  for  recommending  additional  legislation  to  Con- 
gress, and  that  its  power  to  compel  testimony  was  the 
same  in  the  two  cases.    But  the  coiui)  held  that  no  such 
general  inquisitorial  power  had  been  vested  in  the  Com- 
mission, and  that  its  power  to  compel  testimony  was  con- 
fined to  the  investigation  of  specific  breaches  of  existing 
law.*     The  power  of  the  Commission  has  been  further 

'  Interstate    Commerce    Commis-  Baiid,  194  U.  S.  25,  48  L.  ed.  860, 24 

sion  V.  Brimson,  154  U.  S.  447,  38  Sup.  Ct.  563. 

L.  ed.   104,   14  Sup.  Ct.  1125;  In-  «Harriman    v.    Interstate    Com- 

terstate   Commerce   Commission  v.  merce  Commission,  211  U.  S.  407, 53 


L.  ed.  253,  20  Sup.  Ct.  115. 
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limited  by  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  on  Feb- 
ruary 23,  1915,  to  the  eflfect  that  the  correspondence  of  a 
carrier  is  not  included  among  those  papers  which  a  witness 
may  be  required  to  produce." 

§  1158.  Judicial  action  necessary  to  the  enforcement  of 
orders. 

No  order  of  the  Commission  is  self-executing.  Should 
the  carrier  against  whom  it  is  directed  not  choose  to  obey 
it,  it  can  be  enforced  only  through  judicial  proceedings 
as  provided  for  in  section  16  of  the  Act.®  This  section 
clearly  distinguishes  suits  to  enforce  administrative  orders 
of  the  Commission,  which  are  in  equity,  where  the  only 
issue  is  as  to  the  legality  of  the  order,  and  an  action  to 
recover  reparation  awarded.  The  latter  is  not  a  suit  to 
enforce  the  order,  but  an  action  at  law  triable  by  jury  and 
the  proceedings  are  as  in  other  civil  actions,  save  that  the 
findings  and  order  of  the  Commission  are  received  as  prima 
fade  evidence  of  the  facts  stated.^  Section  16  provides 
that  if  a  carrier  does  not  comply  with  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  money  within  the  time  limit  set  in  the  order, 
the  complainant  or  any  person  for  whose  benefit  the  order 
was  made  may  file  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States 
a  petition  setting  forth  briefly  the  causes  for  which  he 
claims  damages  and  the  order  of  the  Commission.  Such 
suit  shall  then  proceed  in  all  respects  like  other  civil  suits 
for  damages  except  that  on  the  trial  of  such  suit  the  find- 
ings and  order  of  the  Commission  shall  be  prima  fade 
evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated,  and  except  that  the 
petitioner  shall  not  be  liable  for  costs  in  the  district  court 
nor  for  costs  at  any  subsequent  stage  of  the  proceedings 
unless  they  accrue  upon  his  appeal.  If  the  petitioner  shall 
finally  prevail,  he  shall  be  allowed  a  reasonable  attomey^s 
fee,  to  be  taxed  and  collected  as  a  part  of  the  costs  of  his 

'Louisville  &  Nashville  Ry.  case,      Penn  Refining  Co.,  137  Fed.  343. 
decision  announced  Feb.  23,  1915.  ^  Lehigh  VaUey  Ry.  v.  Meeker,  211 

•  Western    N.    Y.    &    P.    Ry.    v.      Fed.  785. 
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nmt.^  A  petitkm  for  the  cnfonement  of  an  order  for  die 
payment  of  money  afaaO  be  filed  in  the  ^fistnet  emit  or 
State  court  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  order. 
In  xIm  connection  attenticm  may  be  caDed  to  fines  and 
forfeitures  fmmded  in  the  Act  for  ^fisobedience  of  the 
otders  of  the  CommiflBian  wfaidi  have  abeady  been  set 
forth  in  sseetion  1131. 

§  IIM.  P^ulies  to  enfofcement  suits. 

If  a  carrier  does  not  comity  with  an  onler  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  within  the  time  limit  in  sadi  order,  sec- 
tion 16  prD\ide8  that  an  action  for  its  enfcHtsement  may 
be  brought  by  the  comjdainant  or  any  person  for  whose 
benefit  such  order  was  made.  In  such  suits  aD  parties  in 
VfhoBe  favor  the  Conounission  may  have  made  an  award  for 
damages  by  a  single  order  may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs, 
and  all  of  the  carriers  parties  to  such  order  awarding  such 
danuiges  may  be  joined  as  defendants.  If  any  carrier  fafls 
or  ne^ects  to  obey  any  order  of  the  Conmussion  otha* 
than  for  the  payment  of  money,  while  the  same  is  in  ^- 
feet,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conmussion  or  any  party 
injured  thereby,  or  the  United  States  by  its  Attorney- 
General,  may  apply  to  a  district  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  enforcement  of  such  order.  When  a  case  of  this 
kind  reaches  the  court  on  petition  of  the  Commission,  the 
complaint  will  be  regarded  as  that  of  the  Commissioii 
rather  than  as  that  of  the  parties  who  in  the  first  instance 
induced  the  Commission  to  take  action.*    If,  after  hearing, 

'  TluB  provision  regarding  attor-  by  the  Circuit  Court.    Louisville  & 

ney's  fees  has  been  declared  consti-  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Didcerson, 

tutional.    Riverside  Mills  v.  A.  C.  L.  191  Fed.  705. 

Ry.,  168  Fed.  900;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  In  a  suit  against  the  initial  canier 

Ry.  V.  Feintuch,  191  Fed.  482.  to   recover   for    loss   of   goods,   no 

In  a  suit  to  enforce  an  order  of  the  authority  is  given  to  tax  attorney's' 

C'om mission  awarding  reparation  for  fees  by  section  8  of  the  Act.   Atlantic 

diverting  a  shipment  from  the  spec-  Coast  Line  v.  Riverside  Mills,  219  U. 

ificd  route,  plaintifT  is  entitled  to  an  S.  186,  55  L.  ed.  167,  31  Sup.  Ct.  164. 
allowance  for  an  attorney's  fee  on         *  Interstate    Conmieroe    Commis- 

account  of  the  appellate  proceedings,  sion  v.  D.,  G.  H.  &  M.  Ry.,  57  Fed. 

in  addition  to  the  allowance  nmde  1005. 

11068] 


Judicial  Review  of  Commission  Action    [  §  1160 

the  court  determines  that  the  order  was  regularly  made 
and  duly  served,  and  that  the  carrier  is  in  disobedience  of 
the  same,  the  court  shall  enforce  obedience  by  a  writ  of 
injunction  or  other  proper  process,  mandatory  or  other- 
wise, to  restrain  such  carrier,  its  officers,  agents,  or  repre- 
sentatives, from  further  disobedience  of  such  order,  or  to 
enjoin  upon  it  or  them  obedience  to  the  same.  In  the  case 
of  a  carrier  which  goes  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  after  an 
order  has  been  issued  to  it  by  the  Commission,  the  court 
follows  the  same  procedure  in  a  suit  for  enforcement  of  the 
order  as  it  would  have  followed  if  the  railway  had  con- 
tinued to  be  operated  by  its  own  officers.*^ 

§  1160.  Orders  unenforceable  because  of  defects. 

It  sometimes  happens  that  the  Commission  fails  to  give 
expression  to  its  will  in  such  a  form  that  the  courts  will 
undertake  to  enforce  it.  It  is  perhaps  not  correct  in  such 
case  to  say  that  the  order  is  invahd.  It  is  nearer  the 
truth  to  say  that  the  Commission's  pronouncement  is  not 
an  order  either  m  substance  or  in  form,  and  hence  there  is 
nothing  for  the  courts  to  act  upon.  Where  an  order  of 
the  Commission  grants  permission  to  the  carriers  against 
whom  it  is  directed  to  charge  lower  rates  on  competitive 
traffic  to  longer  distance  points  than  are  charged  to  inter- 
mediate points  on  non-competitive  traffic,  but  directs  that 
the  rates  to  the  longer  distaii^ce  points  shall  not  be  lower 
than  the  necessities  of  competition  require,  such  order  is  a 
mere  general  statement  of  the  duty  of  the  carriers  as  de- 
fined by  the  Act,  and  is  too  indefinite  to  be  enforced.  ^^ 
A  mere  finding  without  an  order  is  not  enforceable.  The 
Commission  found  certain  Ughterage  allowances  to  con- 
stitute an  unlawful  rebate  and  prohibited  them,  but  en- 
tered no  order.  In  a  suit  to  recover  the  allowances  yet 
impaid,  the  Circuit  Court  denied  recovery  on  the  groxmd 

"  Fanners'  Loan  k  Trust  Co.  v.  249,  refusing  to  enforce  order  of  the 

No.  Pac.  Ry.,  83  Fed.  249.  Commission,    Merchants'   Union  of 

"  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pac.  Ry., 

Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  83  Fed.  Rep.  5  L  C.  C.  R.  478,  4  L  C.  R.  183. 
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suit.*  A  petition  for  the  enforcement  of  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  money  shall  be  filed  in  the  district  court  or 
State  court  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  order. 
In  this  connection  attention  inay  be  called  to  fines  and 
forfeitures  provided  in  the  Act  for  disobedience  of  the 
orders  of  the  Commission  which  have  already  been  set 
forth  in  section  1131. 


§  1169.  Parties  to  enforcement  suits. 

If  a  carrier  does  not  comply  with  an  order  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  within  the  time  limit  in  such  order,  sec- 
tion 16  provides  that  an  action  for  its  enforcement  may 
be  brought  by  the  complainant  or  any  person  for  whose 
benefit  such  order  was  made.  In  such  suits  all  parties  in 
whose  favor  the  Commission  may  have  made  an  award  for 
damages  by  a  single  order  may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs, 
and  all  of  the  carriers  parties  to  such  order  awarding  such 
damages  may  be  joined  as  defendants.  If  any  carrier  fails 
or  neglects  to  obey  any  order  of  the  Commission  other 
than  for  the  payment  of  money,  while  the  same  is  in  ef- 
fect, the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  or  any  party 
injured  thereby,  or  the  United  States  by  its  Attorney- 
General,  may  apply  to  a  district  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  enforcement  of  such  order.  When  a  case  of  this 
kind  reaches  the  court  on  petition  of  the  Commission,  the 
complaint  will  be  regarded  as  that  of  the  Commission 
rather  than  as  that  of  the  parties  who  in  the  first  instance 
induced  the  Commission  to  take  action.*    If,  after  hearing, 

■  This   provision  regarding  attor-  by  the  Circuit  Court.    Louisville  & 

ney's  fees  has  been  declared  oonsti-  Nashville  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Dickerson, 

tutional.    Riverside  Mills  v.  A.  C.  L.  191  Fed.  705. 

Ry.,  168  Fed.  990;  Chicago,  B.  <&  Q.  In  a  suit  against  the  initial  carrier 

Ry.  V.  Feintuch,  191  Fed.  482.  to    recover   for   loss   of   goods,   no 

In  a  suit  to  enforce  an  order  of  the  authority  is  given  to  tax  attorneys' 

Commission  awarding  reparation  for  fees  by  section  8  of  the  Act.    Atlantic 

diverting  a  shipment  from  the  spec-  Coafit  Line  v.  Riverside  Mills,  219  U. 

ified  route,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  S.  186,  55  L.  ed.  167,  31  Sup.  Ct.  164. 

allowance  for  an  attorney's  fee  on  'Interstate    Commerce    Commis- 

account  of  the  appellate  proceedings,  sion  v.  D.,  G.  H.  &  M.  Ry.,  57  Fed. 

in  addition  to  the  allowance  made  1005. 
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the  court  determines  that  the  order  was  regularly  made 
and  duly  served,  and  that  the  carrier  is  in  disobedience  of 
the  same,  the  court  shall  enforce  obedience  by  a  writ  of 
injunction  or  other  proper  process,  mandatory  or  other- 
wise, to  restrain  such  carrier,  its  officers,  agents,  or  repre- 
sentatives, from  further  disobedience  of  such  order,  or  to 
enjoin  upon  it  or  them  obedience  to  the  same.  In  the  case 
of  a  carrier  which  goes  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  after  an 
order  has  been  issued  to  it  by  the  Commission,  the  court 
follows  the  same  procedure  in  a  suit  for  enforcement  of  the 
order  as  it  would  have  followed  if  the  railway  had  con- 
tinued to  be  operated  by  its  own  officers.*^ 

§  1160.  Orders  unenforceable  because  of  defects. 

It  sometimes  happens  that  the  Commission  fails  to  give 
expression  to  its  will  in  such  a  form  that  the  courts  will 
undertake  to  enforce  it.  It  is  perhaps  not  correct  in  such 
case  to  say  that  the  order  is  invalid.  It  is  nearer  the 
truth  to  say  that  the  Commission's  pronoxmcement  is  not 
an  order  either  in  substance  or  in  form,  and  hence  there  is 
nothing  for  the  courts  to  act  upon.  Where  an  order  of 
the  Commission  grants  permission  to  the  carriers  against 
whom  it  is  directed  to  charge  lower  rates  on  competitive 
traffic  to  longer  distance  points  than  are  charged  to  inter- 
mediate points  on  non-competitive  traffic,  but  directs  that 
the  rates  to  the  longer  distaii^ce  points  shall  not  be  lower 
than  the  necessities  of  competition  require,  such  order  is  a 
mere  general  statement  of  the  duty  of  the  carriers  as  de- 
fined by  the  Act,  and  is  too  indefinite  to  be  enforced.  ^^ 
A  mere  finding  without  an  order  is  not  enforceable.  The 
Commission  foxmd  certain  hghterage  allowances  to  con- 
stitute an  unlawful  rebate  and  prohibited  them,  but  en- 
tered no  order.  In  a  suit  to  recover  the  allowances  yet 
impaid,  the  Circuit  Court  denied  recovery  on  the  groxmd 

'^  Fanners'  Loan  k  Trust  Go.  v.  249,  refusing  to  enforce  order  of  the 

No.  Pac.  Ry.,  83  Fed.  249.  Commission,    Merchants'   Union  of 

"  Farmers'  Loan  &,  Trust  Co.  v.  Spokane  Falls  v.  Northern  Pac.  Ry., 

Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  83  Fed.  Rep.  5  I.  C.  C.  R.  478,  4  I.  C.  R.  183. 
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that  the  finding  of  the  Commission  without  an  order 
operated  to  remove  the  allowances  from  the  carrier's  tariff, 
and  hence  the  carrier  was  no  longer  liable.  But  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Appeals  reversed  this  decision  and  held  that 
the  mere  finding  of  the  Conunission  without  an  order  liad 
no  effect  on  a  published  tariff,  and  hence  the  carrier  con- 
tinued to  be  liable. ^^  Since  the  orders  of  the  Commission 
are  not  self-executing,  they  can  be  made  effective  only  by  the 
help  of  the  courts.  In  proceedings  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
Commission's  orders,  or  for  the  collection  of  damages  based 
upon  the  Commission's  award  of  reparation,  the  carrier 
has  opportunity  to  raise  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  Commission's  action.  If  its  order  or  award  was  invalid 
on  any  of  the  grounds  discussed  in  the  preceding  sections, 
its  order  cannot  be  enforced  nor  can  its  award  be  reduced 
to  judgment. 

§  1161.  Power  of  courts  to  modify  Commission's  orders. 

In  judicial  proceedings  for  the  enforcement  of  the  orders 
of  the  Commission,  the  courts  are  not  at  liberty  to  mould 
them  into  a  form  in  which  they  can  receive  approval.  If 
the  order  is  not  lawful,  the  courts  are  without  power  to 
enforce  it.^'*  The  courts  must  take  the  order  as  it  was 
made,  and  if  it  is  not  valid  in  that  form,  no  rehef  can  be 
granted.**  Their  power  is  limited  to  an  approval  or  dis- 
approval of  the  order  before  them,  and  to  the  enforcement 
or  refusal  to  enforce  it  as  a  whole  or  in  part,  as  made  by 
the  Commission.*^  The  court  has  no  power,  under  the 
guise  of  enforcing  an  order  of  the  Commission,  to  make 
a  general  adjustment  of  differences  between  litigants,  or 

^^  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  74 

D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  207  Fed.  733,  200  Fed.  803;  Farmers'  Loan  &  Trust 

Fed.  652,  14  I.  C.  C.  619.  Co.  v.  No.  Pac.  Ry.,  83  Fed.  249. 

"  Southern  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Inter-  "  Interstate  Commerce   Commi»- 

state   Commerce   Commission,    200  sion  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  73  Fed.  409; 

U.  S.  536,  50  L.  ed.  585,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Interstate    Commerce    Commission 

330.  V.  L.  S.  &   M.  S.   Ry.,   134  Fed. 

»<  Detroit,   G.   H.   &   M.   Ry.   v.  942. 
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to  correct  abuses  by  a  carrier  in  the  conduct  of  its  busi- 
ness.^* It  can  make  no  order  or  decree  of  its  own,  nor 
modify  the  order  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  conform  to 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  in  case  that  opinion  should  differ 
from  the  view  taken  by  the  Commission.  ^^  While  it  is 
true  that  m  enforcement  proceedings,  the  cause  of  action 
is  examined  de  novo,  and  in  a  qualified  sense  is  independent 
of  the  investigation  by  the  Commission,  the  relief  to  be 
obtained  must  be  confined  to  that  included  in  the  Com- 
mission's order.**  Even  though,  upon  the  court's  refusal 
to  enforce  an  order,  the  Commission  moved  for  a  rehearing 
on  the  ground  that  its  order  was  not  intended  to  be  as 
broad  as  indicated  by  its  terms,  yet  the  court  held  that 
it  was  confined  to  the  order  which  was  actually  made  and 
could  not  substitute  for  it  another  which  the  Commission 
might  or  should  have  made,  or  one  which  it  intended,  but 
failed  to  make.^^  But  in  passing  upon  an  order  issued  by 
the  Commission,  the  court  is  not  confined  to  the  groimds 
or  reasons  assigned  by  the  Commission  as  the  basis  of  its 
conclusion,  but  may,  without  going  beyond  the  issue, 
reach  a  Uke  or  different  conclusion  upon  the  same  or  other 
grounds  or  reasons.^  Hence  though  the  order  may  not 
be  warranted  by  that  section  of  the  Act  which  the  Com- 
mission relied  upon,  it  may  nevertheless  be  enforced  be- 
cause sustained  by  some  other  section  of  the  Act." 

§  1162.  Sufficiency  of  averments. 

In  a  suit  in  a  Federal  court  for  the  enforcement  of  an 
order  of  the  Commission  or  for  damages  growing  out  of  a 
violation  of  the  Act,  the  complainant,  whether  it  be  the 

*•  Fanners'  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  *^  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

No.  Pac.  Ry.,  83  Fed.  249.  sion  v.  Southern  Pacific  Ry.,  132  Fed. 

"  Interstate   Commerce   Commis-  829. 
sion  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  73  Fed.  409.  "Southern  Pacific  Ry.  v.  Inter- 

"  Western  New  York  &  Pennsyl-  state   Commerce   Commission,    200 

vania  Ry.  v.  Penn  Refining  Co.,  137  U.  S.  536,  50  L.  ed.  585,  26  Sup.  Ct. 

Fed.  343,  70  C.  C.  A.  23.  330;  Interstate  Commerce  Commi»- 

*•  Interstate  Commerce   Commis-  sion  v.  E.  T.,  V.  &  G.  Ry.,  85  Fed. 

sion  V.  D.,  L.  &  W.  Ry.,  64  Fed.  723.  107. 
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Commission  or  any  other  party  in  interest,  must  show 
either  a  case  of  individual  grievance  or  of  public  incon- 
venience resulting  from  the  acts  of  the  carrier  in  violation 
of  the  Act.^^  In  a  suit  to  enforce  an  order  of  reparation, 
if  the  petition  and  the  record  show  that  the  cause  of  action 
before  the  court  is  the  same  as  that  before  the  Commis- 
sion, it  is  not  necessary  that  the  order  of  the  Commission, 
when  offered  in  evidence,  should  also  state  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion.^' If  the  petition  is  based  upon  some  breach  of  duty 
by  the  carrier,  the  breach  must  be  specified,  for  the  court 
will  otherwise  presume  that  the  carrier  has  compUed  with 
the  law.  Hence  in  a  suit  for  damages  because  of  an  al- 
leged unjust  or  discrimmatory  charge,  where  there  was 
no  averment  that  the  carrier  had  failed  to  file  or  post  its 
tariff,  the  court  is  bound  to  presume  that  the  tariff  has 
been  filed  and  that  the  charge  complained  of  was  made 
thereunder,  and  hence  can  grant  no  rehef  without  prior 
action  by  the  Commission.^*  Furthermore  if  the  reUef 
sought  depends  upon  prior  action  by  the  Commission,  such 
action  must  appear  in  the  petition.  Hence  in  a  suit  to 
recover  damages  for  the  exaction  of  excessive  and  unrea- 
sonable rates,  the  declaration  must  allege  specifically  that 
the  rates  complained  of  have  been  declared  excessive  or 
unreasonable  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
since  under  the  Act  as  amended  June  29,  1906,  recovery 
cannot  be  had  in  the  courts  until  the  Commission  has 
passed  upon  the  rates,  and  an  allegation  merely  that 
"plaintiffs  have  been  obliged  to  pay  excessive  and  unrea- 
sonable rates"  is  not  sufficient.*^  It  has  even  been  held 
that  the  Commission's  order  must  be  produced.^  The 
requirement  of  the  Act  that  the  petitioner  shall  set  forth 
briefly  the  causes  for  which  he  claims  damages  is  not 

>' Interstate  Commerce  Commis-  ^Meeker  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Ry., 

4           sion  V.  B.  &  O.  Ry.,  43  Fed.  37.  162  Fed.  354. 

«« Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  Ry.  v.  Fein-  »  Geraty  v.  A.  C.  L,  Ry.,  211  Fed. 

tuch,  191  Fed.  482.  227. 

"Clement  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  153 
Fed.  979. 
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satisfied  by  setting  forth  the  proceedings  of  the  Commis- 
sion in  which  the  causes  of  the  complaint  appear.*^  But 
even  if  the  petition  avers  that  the  Commission  has  de- 
clared the  rate  unreasonable^  suit  will  fail  if  it  does  not 
also  aver  that  the  complainant  has  paid  the  rate  so  con- 
demned.^ These  questions  as  to  the  contents  of  the  bill 
will  arise  whether  suit  is  brought  in  a  ^tate  or  a  Federal 
court.  ^  In  brief  the  requirement  is  that  the  bill  shall  state 
a  cause  of  action.  This  requirement  is  satisfied  in  the 
case  of  joint  carriers  by  alleging  the  disobedience  of  any 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  joint  arrangement  withm  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  since  the  disobedience  of  one 
showed  the  disobedience  of  all.^^  The  averment  of  service 
of  the  Commission's  order  must  also  be  xmequivocal,  since 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  an  allegation  of  service  and  the 
manner  thereof  in  terms  so  clear  as  to  permit  an  issue  of 
fact.  Hence  it  is  not  enough  to  aver  that  "thereafter  said 
Commission,  agreeable  to  the  provisions  of  law  in  that 
regard,  duly  caused  an  authenticated  copy  of  its  said 
report,  together  with  order  aforesaid,  to  be  delivered  to  the 
said  defendant.''  ^^ 

§  1163.  Recovery  on  a  reparation  order  of  the  Commission. 

The  Act  authorizes  the  Commission,  when  it  finds  the 
complainant  entitled  to  an  award  of  damages,  to  make  an 
order  directing  the  carrier  to  pay  to  the  complainant  on 
or  before  a  day  named  the  sum  to  which  the  Commission 
finds  him  entitled.  But  in  case  the  order  is  not  obeyed, 
the  Commission  is  without  power  to  enforce  it.  Recourse 
must  be  had  to  the  courts.  The  Act,  trusting  to  the  self- 
interest  of  the  parties  concerned,  does  not  authorize  the 

»Baer   Bros.    Mercantile   Co.   v.  Ct.760;LillyCo.  v.  No.Pac.  Ry.,  117 

D.  &  R.  G.  Ry.,  200  Fed.  614.  Pac.  (Waah.  1911)  401. 

» Damell-Taenzer  Lumber  Co.  v.  "Interstate   Commerce   Commia- 

So.  Pac.  Ry.,  190  Fed.  669.  sion  v.  W.  N.  Y.  &  P.  Ry.,  82  Fed. 

»  Darnell  v.  Illinois  Central  Ry.,  192. 

225  U.  S.  243,  56  L.  ed.  1072,  32  Sup.  "  Baer   Bros.    Mercantile   Co.    v. 

D.  &  R.  G.  Ry.,  200  Fed.  614. 
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Commission  to  appear  in  such  proceedings,  but  provides 
that  they  may  be  brought  by  the  complainant  or  any  per- 
son for  whose  benefit  the  order  was  made.  While  enforce- 
ment suits  may  be  brought  by  persons  who  did  not  ap- 
pear before  the  Commission,**  the  better  practice  is  for 
aU  interested  shippers  to  file  intervening  petitions  and  ob- 
tain individual  orders  for  reparation,  upon  which  they 
may  proceed  in  court. '*  A  suit  in  the  district  court  under 
section  16  of  the  Act  to  enforce  an  award  of  reparation  is 
one  the  issues  of  which  require  a  trial  by  jury  and  can 
only  be  entertained  by  the  court  when  sitting  as  a  court 
of  law.*^  Such  an  action  will  lie  only  where  the  carrier 
has  failed  to  comply  with  the  Commission's  order  for  the 
payment  of  money  within  the  time  therein  specified.** 
Since  the  &ward  of  the  Commission,  if  lawfully  made  and 
supported  by  sufficient  evidence,  gives  rise  to  a  vested  right 
analogous  to  a  judgment,  it  may  be  sued  upon  in  either 
State  or  Federal  courts  and  this  is  expressly  authorized 
by  §  16  of  the  Act.**  But  while  an  award  of  the  Com- 
mission is  analogous  to  a  judgment,  it  is  not  a  judgment 
in  the  sense  that  it  concludes  the  enforcement  of  the  claim 
upon  which  it  rests  in  a  court  otherwise  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  cause  of  action.  The  award  is  merely  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  facts  contained  therein  in  an  action  brought 
on  it  in  a  State  or  Federal  court;  and  when  so  introduced 
in  evidence  it  is  open  to  attack  and  may  be  entirely  dis- 
credited.*^ While  the  finding  of  the  Commission  may 
establish  the  fact  that  there  has  been  a  violation  of  the 
Act,  it  is  not  decisive  of  the  question  of  liability  for  dam- 
ages either  prima  facie  or  otherwise.**    In  a  suit  to  recover 

»*  Independent  Ref.  Ass'n  v.  W.  N.  v.  Penn  Refining  Co.,  137  Fed.  Rep, 

Y.  &  P.  Ry.,  6  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  378.  343,  364,  70  C.  C.  A.  23. 

**  Cattle  Raisers'  Ass'n  v.  C,  B.  &  »  DaraeU  v.  111.  Cent.  Ry.,  225 

Q.  Ry.,  10  I.  C.  C.  Rep.  83.  U.  S.  243,  56  L.  ed.  1072,  32  Sup. 

**  Interstate   Commerce   Commis-  Ct.  760. 

sion  V.  Western  New  York  &  P.  Ry.,  "^  Clark  Bros.  Coal  Mining  Co.  v. 

82  Fed.  102.  Penn.  Ry.,  88  Atl.  (Pa.)  754. 

»»  Western  New  York  &  P.  R.  Co.  »  I^high  VaUey  Ry.   v.   Meeker, 

211  Fed.  785. 
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on  an  award  of  reparation  by  the  Commission,  recovery 
was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  report  of  the  Commis- 
sion did  not  contain  findings  of  fact  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  prima  facie  case  of  damage  to  the  plaintiflf.^  The  order 
must  not  only  be  a  lawful  order — one  within  the  authority 
of  the  Commission — but  the  facts  found  must  warrant  the 
reparation  which  was  awarded.'"*  The  suit  for  the  recovery 
of  the  money  awarded  offers  an  opportimity  for  a  judicial 
determination  of  these  questions,  for  it  is  the  function  of 
the  court  not  simply  to  execute  the  order  of  the  Commis- 
sion, but  to  afford  a  judicial  inquiry  surrounded  by  all  the 
proper  judicial  safeguards  as  to  whether  the  order  of  the 
Commission  should  have  been  made.^'  While  the  action 
of  the  court  is  in  a  sense  independent  of  the  investigation 
by  the  Commission,  the  relief  to  be  obtained,  aside  from 
interest  and  costs,  must  be  confined  to  such  reparation  as 

was  considered  by  the  Commission  and  included  in  its 
order.^2 


§  1164.  Findings  of  the  Commission  as  evidence. 

Section  16  of  the  Act  provides  that  in  all  suits  on  an 
award  of  damages  by  the  Commission,  "the  findings  and 
order  of  the  Commission  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  facts  therein  stated.''  When  the  order  of  the  Com- 
mission is  not  for  the  payment  of  money,  the  Act  is  silent 
as  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  its  findings.  But  doubtless 
the  courts  will  follow  the  same  rule.  The  respect  with 
which  the  courts  have  been  in  the  habit  of  showing  to  the 
findings  of  the  Commission  as  to  matters  which  are  pecu- 
liarly within  its  province  is  thus  made  a  legal  obligation. 
It  should  be  noted  that  this  provision  does  not  make  the 

'*  Lehigh  Valley  Ry.  v.  Clark,  207  295;  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 

Fed.  717  (C.  C.  A.).  aon  v.  C,  P.  &  V.  Ry.,  124  Fed.  630; 

«  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Pemi  Baer  Brothers'  Mercantile  Co.  v.  D. 

Refining  Co.,  137  Fed.  343,  70  C.  C.  &  R.  G.  Ry.,  200  Fed.  614. 

A. 23.  "Western   N.   Y.   &   P.   Ry.  v. 

*^  Interstate   Commerce   Commis-  Penn   Refining  Co.,   137  Fed.  343, 

sion.  V.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ry.,  50  Fed.  70  C.  C.  A.  23. 
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findings  of  the  Commission  conclusive.  Because  the  Act 
makes  certain  findings  of  fact  by  the  Commission  prima 
facte  evidence  of  such  facts  it  does  not  at  all  follow  that  it 
also  determines  their  probative  force.**  Since  the  findings 
and  order  of  the  Commission  are  made  only  prima  facte 
evidence,  the  carrier  which  controverts  them  may  claim 
either  that  the  findings  are  not  supported  by  the  evidence, 
or  that  there  is  other  evidence  tending  to  disprove  them,  or 
that  the  .Commission  has  reached  an  erroneous  conclusion 
of  law.  But  in  any  case  of  conflicting  evidence,  the  fact 
that  the  findings  of  the  Commission  are  made  by  law 
prima  facte  true  may  make  them  the  determining  factor, 
and  to  this  must  be  added  the  weight  due  to  the  Com- 
mission's special  knowledge  of  transportation  conditions 
and  the  fact  that  it  had  the  witnesses  before  it  and  saw 
their  manner  of  testifying.**  In  every  case,  therefore,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  carrier  seeking  to  overthrow  the 
Commission's  findings,*^  which  can  only  be  done  by  pre- 
ponderant and  controlling  evidence  which  rebuts  and  dis- 
proves the  result  arrived  at  by  the  Commission.  *•  Whether 
the  suit  for  the  enforcement  of  the  Commission's  order  was 
instituted  by  the  Commission  or  by  the  original  com- 
plainant before  that  body  does  not  affect  the  weight  to  be 
given  to  the  Commission's  findings.*^  As  the  findings  of 
fact  are  not  conclusive  against  the  carrier,  so  they  are 
not  conclusive  in  its  favor.  Therefore  a  demurrer  will  not 
he  to  a  petition  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
to  compel  a  railroad  company  to  desist  from  exacting 
unreasonable  rates  on  the  ground  that  the  Commission's 
findings  of  fact  do  not  support  its  order  if  the  findings 

**  Ivehigh  Valley  Ry.  v.  Clark,  207  InterBtate  Commerce  Commiasion  v. 

Fed.  717.  C,  H.  &  D.  Ry.,  146  Fed.  559. 

"  Illinois   Central   Ry.    v.    Inter-  «  Tift  v.  Southern  Ry.,  138  Fed. 

state   Commerce    Commission,    206  753. 

U.  S.  441,  51  L.  ed.  1128,  27  Sup.  Ct.  *^  Interstate   Commerce   Commie- 

700.  sion  V.  Lehigh  Valley  Ry.,  49  Fed. 

**  Interstate  Commerce  Commis-  177. 
Hion  V.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  118  Fed.  613, 
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expressly  state  that  the  charge  made  is  unreasonable;  al- 
though the  findmgs  may  not  appeal  to  the  judgment  of  the 
court  upon  the  merits.^  The  findmgs  of  the  Commission 
should  be  so  set  forth  in  its  report  as  to  exclude  extra- 
neouS;  embarrassing  or  incompetent  matter  calculated  to 
confuse  or  mislead.  *•  The  report  should  not  be  made  up 
of  mere  conclusions,  but  should  give  the  parties  affected, 
as  well  as  the  court  before  which  enforcement  proceedings 
are  brought,  definite  and  distinct  information  as  to  what 
was  found  as  facts,  and  the  Conmiission's  opinion  thereon, 
such  as  would  be  necessary  to  make  a  judicial  opinion  suffi- 
cient and  satisfactory  for  ordinary  litigation." 

«  Interstate   Commerce   Commia-  Refining  Co.,  137  Fed.  343,  70  C.  C. 

sion  V.  C,  B.  &  Q.   Ry.,   94  Fed.  A.  23. 

272.  '^  Interstate   Commerce   Commis- 

*»  Western  N.  Y.  &  P.  Ry.  v.  Penn  sion  v.  L.  &  N.  Ry.,  73  Fed.  409. 
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THE  ACT  TO  REGULATE  COMMERCE  AS  AMENDED 

§  1.  Carriers  and  transportation  subject. 

[See  generally  Chapters  III,  IV,  V,  and  XIX,  supra.] 

Sec.  1.  {As  amended  June  29, 1906,  April  13, 1908,  and  June  18, 1910,)  That 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to  any  corporation  or  any  person  or  per- 
sons engaged  in  the  transportation  of  oil  or  other  commodity,  except  water  and 
except  natiural  or  artificial  gas,  by  means  of  pipe  lines,  or  partly  by  pipe  Unes 
and  partly  by  railroad,  or  partly  by  pipe  lines  and  partly  by  water,  and  to  tele- 
graph, telephone,  and  cable  companies  (whether  wire  or  wireless)  engaged  in 
sending  messages  from  one  State,  Territory,  or  District  of  the  United  States, 
to  any  other  State,  Territory,  or  District  of  the  United  States,  or  to  any  for- 
eign country,  who  shall  be  considered  and  held  to  be  common  carriers  within 
the  meaning  and  purpose  of  this  Act,  and  to  any  common  carrier  or  carriers 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property  wholly  by  railroad  (or 
partly  by  rsdlroad  and  partly  by  water  when  both  are  used  under  a  common 
control,  management,  or  arrangement  for  a  continuous  carriage  or  shipment), 
from  one  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia, 
to  any  other  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States  or  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, or  from  one  place  in  a  Territory  to  another  place  in  the  same  Territory,  or 
from  any  place  in  the  United  States  to  an  adjacent  foreign  country,  or  from  any 
place  in  the  United  States  through  a  foreign  country  to  any  other  place  in  the 
United  States,  and  also  to  the  transportation  in  Uke  manner  of  property  shipped 
from  any  place  in  the  United  States  to  a  foreign  country  and  carried  from  such 
place  to  a  port  of  transshipment,  or  shipped  from  a  foreign  country  to  any  place 
in  the  United  States  and  carried  to  such  place  from  a  port  of  entry  either  in  the 
United  States  or  an  adjacent  foreign  country:  Provided,  however.  That  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  prop- 
erty, or  to  the  receiving,  delivering,  storage,  or  handling  of  property  wholly 
within  one  State  and  not  shipped  to  or  from  a  foreign  country  from  or  to  any 
State  or  Territory  as  aforestud,  nor  shall  they  apply  to  the  transmission  of  mes- 
sages by  telephone,  telegraph,  or  cable  wholly  within  one  State  and  not  trans- 
mitted to  or  from  a  foreign  country  from  or  to  any  State  or  Territory  as  afore- 
said. 

The  term  "common  earner''  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  include  express  com- 
panies and  sleeping  car  companies.  The  term  "railroad''  as  used  in  this  Act 
shall  include  all  bridges  and  ferries  used  or  operated  in  connection  with  any 
railroad,  and  also  all  the  road  in  use  by  any  corporation  operating  a  ndlroad, 
whether  owned  or  operated  under  a  contract,  agreement,  or  lease,  and  shall  also 
include  all  switches,  spurs,  tracks,  and  terminal  facilities  of  every  kind  used  or 
necessary  in  the  transportation  of  the  persons  or  property  designated  herein, 
and  also  all  freight  depots,  yards,  and  groimds  used  or  necessary  in  the  tran»- 
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portation  or  delivery  of  any  of  said  property;  and  the  term  ''transportation" 
shall  include  cars  and  other  vehicles  and  all  instrumentalities  and  facilities  of 
shipment  or  carriage,  irrespective  of  ownership  or  of  any  contract,  express  or 
implied,  for  the  use  thereof  and  all  services  in  connection  with  the  receipt, 
delivery,  elevation,  and  transfer  in  tranut,  ventilation,  refrigeration  or  icing, 
storage,  and  handling  of  property  transported;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of 
every  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to  provide  and  furnish  such 
transportation  upon  reasonable  request  therefor,  and  to  establish  through 
routes  and  just  and  reasonable  rates  applicable  thereto;  and  to  provide  rea- 
sonable facilities  for  operating  such  through  routes  and  to  make  reasonable 
rules  and  regulations  with  respect  to  the  exchange,  interchange,  and  return 
of  cars  used  therein,  and  for  the  operation  of  such  through  routes,  and  provid- 
ing for  reasonable  compensation  to  those  entitled  thereto. 

All  charges  made  for  any  service  rendered  or  to  be  rendered  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  passengers  or  property  and  for  the  transmission  of  messages  by  tele- 
graph, telephone,  or  cable,  as  aforesaid,  or  in  connection  therewith,  shall  be 
just  and  reasonable;  and  every  unjust  and  unreasonable  chaiige  for  such  service 
or  any  part  thereof  is  prohibited  and  declared  to  be  unlawful:  Provided,  That 
messages  by  telegraph,  telephone,  or  cable,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
may  be  classified  into  day,  night,  repeated,  unrepeated,  letter,  conmiercial, 
press.  Government,  and  such  other  classes  as  are  just  and  reasonable,  and  dif- 
ferent rates  may  be  charged  for  the  different  classes  of  messages:  And  provided 
further  J  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  telephone,  tele- 
graph, and  cable  companies  from  entering  into  contracts  with  common  carriers, 
for  the  exchange  of  services. 

And  it  is  hereby  made  the  duty  of  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act  to  establish,  observe,  and  enforce  just  and  reasonable  classi- 
fications of  property  for  transportation,  with  reference  to  which  rates,  tariffs, 
regulations,  or  practices  are  or  may  be  made  or  prescribed,  and  just  and  reason- 
able regulations  and  practices  affecting  classifications,  rates,  or  tariffs,  the  issu- 
ance, form,  and  substance  of  tickets,  receipts,  and  bills  of  lading,  the  manner 
and  method  of  presenting,  marking,  packing,  and  delivering  property  for  trans- 
portation, the  facilities  for  transportation,  the  carrying  of  personal,  sample, 
and  excess  baggage,  and  all  other  matters  relating  to  or  connected  with  the 
receiving,  handling,  transporting,  storing,  and  delivery  of  property  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  which  may  be  necessary  or  proper  to  secure  the  safe 
and  prompt  receipt,  handling,  transportation,  and  deliveiy  of  property  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  upon  just  and  reasonable  terms,  and  every  such 
unjust  and  unreasonable  classification,,  regulation,  and  practice  with  reference 
to  conmierce  between  the  States  and  with  foreign  countries  is  prohibited  and 
declared  to  be  unlawful. 

No  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall,  after  January 
first,  nineteen  hundred  and  seven,  directly  or  indirectly,  issue  or  give  any  inter- 
state free  ticket,  free  pass,  or  free  transportation  for  passengers,  except  to  its 
employees  and  their  families,  its  officers,  agents,  surgeons,  physicians,  and  at- 
torneys at  law;  to  ministers  of  religion,  traveling  secretaries  of  railroad  Young 
Men's  Christian  Associations,  inmates  of  hospitals  and  charitable  and  eleemosy- 
nary institutions,  and  persons  exclusively  engaged  in  charitable  and  eleemosy- 
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nary  work;  to  indigent,  destitute,  and  hopelesB  persons,  and  to  such  persons 
when  trani^)orted  by  charitable  societies  or  hospitals,  and  the  necessary  agents 
employed  in  such  transportation;  to  inmates  of  the  National  Homes  or  State 
Homes  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers,  and  of  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Homes, 
including  those  about  to  enter  and  those  returning  home  after  discharge;  to 
necessary  care  takers  of  live  stock,  poultry,  milk,  and  fruit;  to  employees  on 
sleeping  cars,  express  cars,  and  to  linemen  of  telegraph  and  telephone  companies; 
to  Railway  Mail  Service  employees,  post-office  inspectors,  customs  inspectors, 
and  immigration  inspectors;  to  newBbo3rs  on  trains,  baggage  agents,  witnesses 
attending  any  legal  investigation  in  which  the  common  carrier  is  interested, 
persons  injured  in  wrecks  and  physicians  and  nurses  attending  such  persons; 
Provided^  That  this  provision  shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  intei^ 
change  of  passes  for  the  officers,  agents,  and  employees  of  common  carriers, 
and  their  families;  nor  to  prohibit  any  common  carrier  from  carrying  passen- 
gers free  with  the  object  of  providing  relief  in  cases  of  general  epidemic,  pesti- 
lence, or  other  calamitous  visitation:  And  provided  further  ^  That  this  provision 
shall  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  privilege  of  passes  or  franks,  or  the  ex- 
change thereof  with  each  other,  for  the  officers,  agents,  employees,  and  their 
families  of  such  telegraph,  telephone,  and  cable  lines,  and  the  officers,  agents, 
employees  and  their  families  of  other  common  carriers  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act:  Provided  fwrther.  That  the  term  '^employees"  as  used  in  this 
paragraph  shall  include  furloughed,  pensioned,  and  superannuated  employees, 
persons  who  have  become  disabled  or  infirm  in  the  service  of  any  such  common 
carrier,  and  the  remains  of  a  person  killed  in  the  employment  of  a  carrier  and 
ex-employees  traveling  for  the  purpose  of  entering  the  service  of  any  such  com- 
mon carrier;  and  the  term  "families"  as  used  in  this  paragraph  shall  include 
the  famiUes  of  those  persons  named  in  this  proviso,  also  the  families  of  persons 
killed,  and  the  widows  during  widowhood  and  minor  children  during  minority 
of  persons  who  died,  while  in  the  service  of  any  such  common  carrier.  Any 
common  carrier  violating  this  provision  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and  for  each  offense,  on  conviction,  shall  pay  to  the  United  States  a 
penalty  of  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  two  thousand  dol- 
lars, and  any  person,  other  than  the  persons  excepted  in  this  provision,  who 
uses  any  such  interstate  free  ticket,  free  pass,  or  free  transportation  shall  be 
subject  to  a  like  penalty.  Jurisdiction  of  offenses  under  this  provision  shall  be 
the  same  as  that  provided  for  offenses  in  an  Act  entitled  ''An  Act  to  further 
regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  States,"  approved  Feb- 
ruary nineteenth,  nineteen  hundred  and  three,  and  any  amendment  thereof. 
(See  section  22,) 

From  and  after  May  first,  nineteen  hundred  and  eight,  it  shall  be  unlawful 
for  any  railroad  company  to  transport  from  any  State,  Territory,  or  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  to  any  other  State,  Territory,  or  the  District  of  Columbia, 
or  to  any  foreign  country,  any  article  or  commodity,  other  than  timber  and 
the  manufactured  products  thereof,  manufactured,  mined,  or  produced  by  it, 
or  under  its  authority,  or  which  it  may  own  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  in  which  it 
may  have  any  interest,  direct  or  indirect,  except  such  articles  or  commodities 
as  may  be  necessary  and  intended  for  its  use  in  the  conduct  of  its  business  as 
a  common  carrier. 
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exercise  all  the  powers  of  the  Commission,    (^ee  Bedum  24t  tnlarqmg  Commi9- 
Kum  and  increasing  MtMrtes. ) 

§  18.  Its  powers  and  duties. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXII  and  XXIII,  supra.] 

8ec.  12.  (As  amended  March  2,  1889,  and  Fdfruary  10,  1891.)  That  the 
Commission  hereby  created  shall  have  authority  to  inquire  into  the  manage- 
ment of  the  business  of  all  conmion  carriers  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act«  and  shall  keep  itself  informed  as  to  the  manner  and  method  in  which 
the  same  is  conducted,  and  shall  have  the  right  to  obtain  from  such  conmion 
carriers  full  and  complete  information  necessary  to  enable  the  Commission 
to  perform  the  duties  and  carry  out  the  objects  for  which  it  was  created;  and 
the  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  execute  and  enforce  the 
provisions  of  this  Act;  and,  upon  the  request  of  the  Commission,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  any  district  attorney  of  the  United  States  to  whom  the  Com- 
mission may  apply  to  institute  in  the  proper  court  and  to  prosecute  under  the 
direction  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  all  necessary  proceed- 
ings for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  for  the  punishment 
of  all  violations  thereof,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  of  such  prosecution  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  the  expenses  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States;  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
require,  by  subpoBua,  the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  pro- 
duction of  all  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements,  and  documents 
relating  to  any  matter  under  investigation. 

Such  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the  production  of  such  documentary 
evidence,  may  be  required  from  any  place  in  the  United  States,  at  any  desig- 
ated  place  of  hearing.  And  in  case  of  disobedience  to  a  subpoena  the  Com- 
mission, or  any  party  to  a  proceeding  before  the  Commission,  may  invoke  the 
aid  of  any  court  of  the  United  States  in  requiring  the  attendance  and  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  books,  papers,  and  documents  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section. 

And  any  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  which  such  inquiry  is  carried  on  may,  in  case  of  contumacy  or  refusal  to 
obey  a  subpoena  issued  to  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  or  other  person,  issue  an  order  requiring  such  conmion  carrier  or 
other  person  to  appear  before  said  Commission  (and  produce  books  and  papers 
if  so  ordered)  and  give  evidence  touching  the  matter  in  question;  and  any 
failure  to  obey  such  order  of  the  court  may  be  punished  by  such  court  as  a 
contempt  thereof.  The  claim  that  any  such  testimony  or  evidence  may  t^id 
to  criminate  the  person  giving  such  evidence  shall  not  excuse  such  witness 
from  testifying;  but  such  evidence  or  testimony  shall  not  be  used  against  such 
person  on  the  trial  of  any  criminal  proceeding. 

The  testimony  of  any  witness  may  be  taken,  at  the  instance  of  a  party,  in 
any  proceeding  or  investigation  pending  before  the  Commission,  by  depositicMiy 
at  any  time  after  a  cause  or  proceeding  is  at  issue  on  petition  and  answer. 
The  Commission  may  also  order  testimony  to  be  taken  by  deposition  in  any 
proceeding  or  investigation  pending  before  it,  at  any  stage  of  such  proceeding 
or  investigation.    Such  depositions  may  be  taken  before  any  judge  of  any 
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their  several  lines  and  those  connecting  therewith,  and  shall  not  discriminate 
in  their  rates  and  charges  between  such  connecting  lines;  but  this  shall  not  be 
construed  as  requiring  any  such  common  carrier  to  give  the  use  of  its  tracks  or 
terminal  facilities  to  another  carrier  engaged  in  like  business. 

§  4.  Long  and  short  haul  applications. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XII  and  XVI,  aujjra,] 

Sec.  4.  (As  amended  June  18j  1910.)  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
conunon  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to  charge  or  receive  any 
greater  compensation  in  the  aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  passengers, 
or  of  like  kind  of  property,  for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the 
same  line  or  route  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included  within  the 
longer  distance,  or  to  charge  any  greater  compensation  as  a  through  route  than 
the  aggregate  of  the  intermediate  rates  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act; 
but  this  shall  not  be  construed  as  authorizing  any  common  carrier  within  the 
terms  of  this  Act  to  charge  or  receive  as  great  compensation  for  a  shorter  as 
for  a  longer  distance:  Provided,  however y  That  upon  application  to  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  such  common  carrier  may  in  special  cases,  after 
investigation,  be  authorized  by  the  Conunission  to  charge  less  for  longer  than 
for  shorter  distances  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property;  and  the 
Commission  may  from  time  to  time  prescribe  the  extent  to  which  such  desig- 
nated common  carrier  may  be  relieved  from  the  operation  of  this  section: 
Provided  further y  That  no  rates  or  charges  lawfully  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  this  amendatory  Act  shall  be  required  to  be  changed  by  reason  of 
the  provisions  of  this  section  prior  to  the  expiration  of  six  months  after  the 
passage  of  this  Act,  nor  in  any  cose  where  application  shall  have  been  filed 
before  the  Commission,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
until  a  determination  of  such  application  by  the  Commission. 

Whenever  a  carrier  by  railroad  shall  in  competition  with  a  water  route  or 
routes  reduce  the  rates  on  the  carriage  of  any  species  of  freight  to  or  from  com- 
petitive points,  it  shall  not  be  permitted  to  increase  such  rates  unless  after 
hearing  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  it  shall  be  found  that  such 
proposed  increase  rests  upon  changed  conditions  other  than  the  elimination  of 
water  competition. 

§  6.  Pooling  and  other  incorporate  relations. 

[See  generally  Chapters  VIII  and  XX,  supra.] 

Sec.  5.  (As  amended  August  24,  1912.)  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
conmion  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to  enter  into  any  con- 
tract, agreement,  or  combination  with  any  other  common  carrier  or  carriers 
for  the  pooling  of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads,  or  to  divide 
between  them  the  aggregate  or  net  proceeds  of  the  earnings  of  such  railroads, 
or  any  portion  thereof;  and  in  any  case  of  an  agreement  for  the  pooling  of 
freights  as  aforesaid,  each  day  of  its  continuance  shall  be  deemed  a  separate 
offense. 

From  and  after  the  first  day  of  July,  nineteen  hundred  and  fourteen,  it 
shall  be  unlawful  for  any  railroad  company  or  other  common  carrier  subject 
to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  to  own,  lease,  operate,  control,  or  have  any 
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interest  whatsoever  (by  stock  ownership  or  otherwise,  either  directly,  indirectly, 
tiirough  any  holding  company,  or  by  stockholders  or  directors  in  common,  or 
in  any  other  manner)  in  any  common  carrier  by  water  operated  through  the 
Panama  Canal  or  elsewhere  with  which  said  railroad  or  other  carrier  aforesaid 
does  or  may  compete  for  traffic  or  any  vessel  carrying  freight  or  passengers 
upon  said  water  route  or  elsewhere  with  which  said  railrdad  or  other  carrier 
aforesaid  does  or  may  compete  for  traffic;  and  in  case  of  the  violation  of  this 
provision  each  day  in  which  such  violation  continues  shall  be  deemed  a  sep- 
arate offense. 

Jurisdiction  is  hereby  conferred  on  the  Interstate  Commerce  ConmiisBion 
to  determine  questions  of  fact  as  to  the  competition  or  possibility  of  competi- 
tion, after  full  hearing,  on  the  application  of  any  railroad  company  or  other 
carrier.  Such  application  may  be  filed  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
any  existing  service  is  in  violation  of  this  section  and  pray  for  an  order  per- 
mitting the  continuance  of  any  vessel  or  vessels  already  in  operation,  or  for 
the  purpose  of  asking  an  order  to  install  new  service  not  in  conflict  with  the 
provisions  of  this  paragraph.  The  Commission  may  on  its  own  motion  or  the 
application  of  any  shipper  institute  proceedings  to  inquire  into  the  operation 
of  any  vessel  in  use  by  any  railroad  or  other  carrier  which  has  not  applied  to 
the  Commission  and  had  the  question  of  competition  or  the  possibility  of  com- 
petition determined  as  herein  provided.  In  all  such  cases  the  order  of  said 
Commission  shall  be  final. 

If  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  any 
such  existing  specified  service  by  water  other  than  through  the  Panama  Canal 
is  being  operated  in  the  interest  of  the  public  and  is  of  advantage  to  the  con- 
venience and  commerce  of  the  people,  and  that  such  extension  will  neither 
exclude,  prevent,  nor  reduce  competition  on  the  route  by  water  under  con- 
sideration, the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  may,  by  order,  extend  the 
time  during  which  such  service  by  water  may  continue  to  be  operated  beyond 
July  first,  nineteen  hundred  and  fourteen.  In  every  case  of  such  extension 
the  rates,  schedules,  and  practices  of  such  water  carrier  shall  be  filed  with  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce  and  all  amendments  thereto  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  is  the  railroad  or  other  common  carrier  controlling  such  wat^r  carrier 
or  interested  in  any  manner  in  its  operation:  Provided,  Any  application  for 
extension  under  the  terms  of  this  provision  filed  with  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  prior  to  July  first,  nineteen  hundred  and  fourteen,  but  for 
any  reason  not  heard  and  disposed  of  before  said  date,  may  be  considered  and 
granted  thereafter. 

No  vessel  permitted  to  engage  in  the  coastwise  or  foreign  trade  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  or  pass  through  said  canal  if  such 
ship  is  owned,  chartered,  operated,  or  controlled  by  any  person  or  company 
which  is  doing  business  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Congress 
approved  July  second,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  entitled  "An  Act  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies," 
or  the  provisions  of  sections  seventy-three  to  seventy-seven,  both  inclusive, 
of  an  Act  approved  August  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four, 
entitled  "An  Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Govern- 
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ment,  and  for  other  purposes,"  or  the  provisions  of  any  other  Act  of  Cong;reBS 
amending  or  supplementing  the  said  Act  of  July  second,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  ninety,  commonly  known  as  the  Sherman  Antitrust  Act  and  amend- 
ments thereto,  or  said  sections  of  the  Act  of  August  twenty-seventh,  eighteen 
hundred  and  ninety-four.  The  question  of  fact  may  be  determined  by  the 
judgment  of  any  court  of  the  United  States  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  any 
cause  pending  before  it  to  which  the  owners  or  operators  of  such  ship  are 
parties.  Suit  may  be  brought  by  any  shipper  or  by  the  Attorney  General 
of  the  United  States. 

§  6.  Publication  and  posting  of  schedules. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XVII  and  XXII,  supra.] 

Sec.  6.  {Amended  March  2,  1889.  FoUotnng  section  substiluled  June  29, 
1906.  Amended  June  18,  1910,  ami  August  24t  1912.)  That  every  common 
carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  file  with  the  Ck)mmi8sion 
created  by  this  Act  and  print  and  keep  open  to  public  inspection  schedules 
showing  all  the  rates,  fares,  and  charges  for  transportation  between  different 
points  on  its  own  route  and  between  points  on  its  own  route  and  points  on  the 
route  of  any  other  carrier  by  railroad,  by  pipe  line,  or  by  water  when  a  through 
route  and  joint  rate  have  been  established.  If  no  joint  rate  over  the  through 
route  has  been  established,  the  several  carriers  in  such  through  route  shall 
file,  print  and  keep  open  to  public  inspection  as  aforesaid,  the  separately 
established  rates,  fares  and  charges  applied  to  the  through  transportation. 
The  schedules  printed  as  aforesaid  by  any  such  common  carrier  shall  plainly 
state  the  places  between  which  property  and  passengers  will  be  carried,  and 
shall  contain  the  classification  of  freight  in  force,  and  shall  also  state  separately 
all  terminal  charges,  storage  charges,  icing  charges,  and  all  other  charges  which 
the  Commission  may  require,  all  privileges  or  facilities  granted  or  allowed 
and  any  rules  or  regulations  which  in  any  wise  change,  affect,  or  determine 
any  part  or  the  aggregate  of  such  aforesaid  rates,  fares,  and  charg^,  or  the 
value  of  the  service  rendered  to  the  passenger,  shipper,  or  consignee.  Such 
schedules  shall  be  plainly  printed  in  large  type,  and  copies  for  the  use  of  the 
public  shall  be  kept  posted  in  two  public  and  conspicuous  places  in  every 
depot,  station,  or  office  of  such  carrier  where  passengers  or  freight,  respec- 
tively, are  received  for  transportation,  in  such  form  that  they  shall  be  acces- 
sible to  the  public  and  can  be  conveniently  inspected.  The  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  apply  to  all  traffic,  transportation,  and  facilities  defined  in 
this  Act. 

Any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  receiving  freight 
in  the  United  States  to  be  carried  through  a  foreign  country  to  any  place  in 
the  United  States  shall  also  in  like  manner  print  and  keep  open  to  public 
inspection,  at  every  depot  or  office  where  such  freight  is  received  for  shipment, 
schedules  showing  the  through  rates  established  and  charged  by  such  com- 
mon carrier  to  all  points  in  the  United  States  beyond  the  foreign  country  to 
which  it  accepts  freight  for  shipment;  and  any  freight  shipped  from  the 
United  States  through  a  foreign  country  into  the  United  States  the  through 
rate  on  which  shall  not  have  been  made  public,  as  required  by  this  Act, 
shall,   before   it   is   admitted   into   the    United   States   from   said   foreign 
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country,  be  subject  to  customs  duties  as  if  said  freight  were  of  foreign 
production. 

No  change  shall  be  made  in  the  rates,  fares,  and  charges  or  joint  rates, 
fares,  and  charges  which  have  been  filed  and  published  by  any  common  carrier 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  section,  except  after  thirty  days' 
notice  to  the  Commission  and  to  the  public  published  as  aforesaid,  which 
shall  plainly  state  the  changes  proposed  to  be  made  in  the  schedule  then  in 
force  and  the  time  when  the  changed  rates,  fares,  or  charges  will  go  into  effect; 
and  the  proposed  changes  shall  be  shown  by  printing  new  schedules,  or  shall 
be  plainly  indicated  upon  the  schedules  in  force  at  the  time  and  kept  open  to 
public  inspection:  Provided,  That  the  Commission  may,  in  its  discretion  and 
for  good  cause  shown,  allow  changes  upon  less  than  the  notice  herein  specified, 
or  modify  the  requirements  of  this  section  in  respect  to  publishing,  posting, 
and  filing  of  tariffs,  either  in  particular  instances  or  by  a  general  order  ap- 
plicable to  special  or  peculiar  circumstances  or  conditions. 

The  names  of  the  several  carriers  which  are  parties  to  any  joint  tariff  shall 
be  specified  therein,  and  each  of  the  parties  thereto,  other  than  the  one  filing 
the  same,  shall  file  with  the  Commission  such  evidence  of  concurrence  therein 
or  acceptance  thereof  as  may  be  required  or  approved  by  the  Commission, 
and  where  such  evidence  of  concurrence  or  acceptance  is  filed  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  for  the  carriers  filing  the  same  to  also  file  copies  of  the  tariffs  in  which 
they  are  named  as  parties. 

Every  conmion  carrier  subject  to  this  Act  shall  also  file  with  said  Commission 
copies  of  all  contracts,  agreements,  or  arrangements  with  other  common 
carriers  in  relation  to  any  traffic  affected  by  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to  which 
it  may  be  a  party. 

The  Commission  may  determine  and  prescribe  the  form  in  which  the  sched- 
ules required  by  this  section  to  be  kept  open  to  public  inspection  shall  be  pre- 
pared and  arranged  and  may  change  the  form  from  time  to  time  as  shall  be 
found  expedient. 

No  carrier,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  this  Act,  shall  engage  or  participate 
in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  as  defined  in  this  Act,  unless 
the  rates,  fares,  and  charges  upon  which  the  same  are  transported  by  said 
carrier  have  been  filed  and  published  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act;  nor  shall  any  carrier  charge  or  demand  or  collect  or  receive  a  greater  or 
less  or  different  compensation  for  such  transportation  of  passengers  or  property, 
or  for  any  service  in  connection  therewith,  between  the  points  named  in  such 
tariffs  than  the  rates,  fares,  and  charges  which  are  specified  in  the  tariff  filed 
and  in  effect  at  the  time;  nor  shall  any  carrier  refund  or  remit  in  any  manner 
or  by  any  device  any  portion  of  the  rates,  fares,  and  charges  so  specified,  nor 
oxtend  to  any  shipper  or  person  any  privileges  or  facilities  in  the  transportation 
of  passengers  or  property,  except  such  as  are  specified  in  such  tariffs:  Provided^ 
That  wherever  the  word  "carrier''  occurs  in  this  Act  it  shall  be  held  to  mean 
"common  carrier." 

That  in  time  of  war  or  threatened  war  preference  and  precedence  shall,  upon 
the  demand  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  be  given,  over  all  other  traf- 
fic, to  the  transportation  of  troops  and  material  of  war,  and  carriers  shaU  adopt 
eveiy  means  within  their  control  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  military  traffic. 
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The  Commiasion  may  reject  and  refuse  to  fi]e  any  schedule  that  is  tendered 
for  filing  which  does  not  provide  and  give  lawful  notice  of  its  effective  date, 
and  any  schedule  so  rejected  by  the  Commission  shall  be  void  and  its  use  shall 
be  unlawful. 

In  case  of  failure  or  refusal  on  the  part  of  any  carrier,  receiver,  or  trustee  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  any  regulation  adopted  and  promulgated  or  any  order 
nuule  by  the  Commission  under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  such  carrier, 
receiver,  or  trustee  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  five  hundred  dollars  for  each 
such  offense,  and  twenty-five  dollars  for  each  and  every  day  of  the  continu- 
ance of  such  offense,  which  shall  accrue  to  the  United  States  and  may  be  re- 
covered in  a  civil  action  brought  by  the  United  States. 

If  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  after  written 
request  nuide  upon  the  agent  of  such  carrier  hereinafter  in  this  section  referred 
to,  by  any  person  or  company  for  a  written  statement  of  the  rate  or  charge 
applicable  to  a  described  shipment  between  stated  places  under  the  schedules 
or  tariffs  to  which  such  carrier  is  a  party,  shall  refuse  or  omit  to  give  such 
written  statement  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  shall  misstate  in  writing  the 
applicable  rate,  and  if  the  person  or  company  making  such  request  suffers 
damage  in  consequence  of  such  refusal  or  omission  or  in  consequence  of  the 
misstatement  of  the  rate,  either  through  making  the  shipment  over  a  line  or 
route  for  which  the  proper  rate  is  higher  than  the  rate  over  another  available 
line  or  route,  or  through  entering  into  any  sale  or  other  contract  whereunder 
such  person  or  company  obligates  himself  or  itself  to  make  such  shipment  of 
freight  at  his  or  its  cost,  then  the  said  carrier  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  two 
himdred  and  fifty  dollars,  which  shall  accrue  to  the  United  States  and  may  be 
recovered  in  a  civil  action  brought  by  the  United  States. 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  eveiy  carrier  by  railroad  to  keep  at  all  times  con- 
spicuously posted  in  every  station  where  freight  is  received  for  transportation 
the  name  of  an  agent  resident  in  the  city,  village,  or  town  where  such  station  is 
located,  to  whom  application  may  be  made  for  the  information  by  this  section 
required  to  be  furnished  on  written  request;  and  in  case  any  carrier  shall  fail 
at  any  time  to  have  such  name  so  posted  in  any  station,  it  shall  be  sufficient 
to  address  such  request  in  substantially  the  following  form :  ''The  Station  Agent 

of  the Company  at Station,"  together  with  the  name  of  the 

proper  post  office,  inserting  the  name  of  the  carrier  company  and  of  the  station 
in  the  blanks,  and  to  serve  the  same  by  depositing  the  request  so  addressed, 
with  postage  thereon  prepaid,  in  any  post  office. 

When  property  may  be  or  is  transported  from  point  to  point  in  the  United 
States  by  rail  and  water  through  the  Panama  Canal  or  otherwise,  the  trans- 
portation being  by  a  common  carrier  or  carriers,  and  not  entirely  within  the 
limits  of  a  single  State,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall  have  juris- 
diction of  such  transportation  and  of  the  carriers,  both  by  rail  and  by  water, 
which  may  or  do  engage  in  the  same,  in  the  following  particulars,  in  addition 
to  the  jurisdiction  given  by  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  as  amended  June 
eighteenth,  nineteen  hundred  and  ten: 

(a)  To  establish  physical  connection  between  the  lines  of  the  rail  carrier 
and  the  dock  of  the  water  carrier  by  directing  the  rail  carrier  to  make  suitable 
connection  between  its  lines  and  a  track  or  tracks  which  have  been  constructed 
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from  the  dock  to  the  limits  of  its  right  of  way,  or  by  directing  either  or  both 
the  rail  and  water  carrier,  individually  or  in  connection  with  one  another,  to 
construct  and  connect  with  the  lines  of  the  rail  carrier  a  spur  track  or  tiscka 
to  the  dock.  This  provision  shall  only  apply  where  such  connection  is  reasoii- 
ably  practicable,  can  be  made  with  safety  to  the  public,  and  where  the  amount 
of  business  to  be  handled  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  outlay. 

The  Ck>mmission  shall  have  full  authority  to  determine  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions upon  which  these  connecting  tracks,  when  constructed,  shall  be  op- 
erated, and  it  may,  either  in  the  construction  or  the  operation  of  such  tracks, 
determine  what  sum  shall  be  paid  to  or  by  either  carrier.  The  provisions  of 
this  paragraph  shall  extend  to  cases  where  the  dock  is  owned  by  other  parties 
than  the  carrier  involved. 

(b)  To  establish  through  routes  and  maximum  joint  rates  between  and  over 
such  rail  and  water  lines,  and  to  determine  all  the  terms  and  conditions  under 
which  such  lines  shall  be  operated  in  the  handling  of  the  traffic  embraced. 

(c)  To  establish  maximum  proportional  rates  by  rail  to  and  from  the  porta  to 
which  the  traffic  is  brought,  or  from  which  it  is  taken  by  the  water  carrier,  and 
to  determine  to  what  traffic  and  in  connection  with  what  vessds  and  upon 
what  terms  and  conditions  such  rates  shall  apply.  By  proportional  rates  are 
meant  those  which  differ  from  the  corresponding  local  rates  to  and  from  the 
port  and  which  apply  only  to  traffic  which  has  been  brought  to  the  port  or  is 
carried  from  the  port  by  a  common  carrier  by  water. 

(d)  If  any  rail  carrier  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  enters  into 
Arrangements  with  any  water  carrier  operating  from  a  port  in  the  United 
States  to  a  foreign  country,  through  the  Panama  Canal  or  otherwise,  for  the 
handling  of  through  business  between  interior  points  of  the  United  States 
and  such  foreign  country,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  may  require 
such  railway  to  enter  into  similar  arrangements  with  any  or  all  other  lines  of 
steamships  operating  from  said  port  to  the  same  foreign  country. 

The  orders  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conmiission  relating  to  this  section 
shall  only  be  made  upon  formal  complaint  or  in  proceedings  instituted  by  the 
Commission  of  its  own  motion  and  after  full  hearing.  Tlie  orders  provided 
for  in  the  two  amendments  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  enacted  in  this 
section  shall  be  served  in  the  same  manner  and  enforced  by  the  same  peaalUes 
and  proceedings  as  are  the  orders  of  the  Commission  made  under  the  provi- 
sions of  section  fifteen  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  as  amended  June 
eighteenth,  nineteen  hundred  and  ten,  and  they  may  be  conditioned  for  the 
payment  of  any  sum  or  the  giving  of  security  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  or 
the  discharge  of  any  obligation  which  may  be  required  by  the  terms  of  said 
order. 

§  7.  Continuous  carriage  of  freights. 

[See  generally  Chapters  III  and  XVIII,  supra.] 

Sec.  7.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  to  enter  into  any  combination,  contract,  or  agreement, 
expressed  or  implied,  to  prevent,  by  change  of  time  schedule,  carriage  in  dif- 
ferent cars,  or  by  other  means  or  devices,  the  carriage  of  freights  from  being 
continuous  from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination;  and  no 
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break  of  bulk,  stoppage,  or  interruption  made  by  such  common  carrier  shall 
prevent  the  carriage  of  freights  from  being  and  being  treated  as  one  continuous 
carriage  from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination,  unless  such 
break,  stoppage,  or  interruption  was  made  in  good  faith  for  some  necessary 
purpose,  and  without  any  intent  to  avoid  or  unnecessarily  interrupt  such 
continuous  carriage  or  to  evade  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

§  8.  Liability  of  carriers  for  damages. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXII  and  XXIV,  supra.] 

Sec.  8.  That  in  case  any  conmion  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  shall  do,  cause  to  be  done,  or  permit  to  be  done  any  act,  matter,  or  thing 
in  this  Act  prohibited  or  declared  to  be  unlawful,  or  shall  omit  to  do  any  act, 
matter,  or  thing  in  this  Act  required  to  be  done,  such  common  carrier  shall  be 
liable  to  the  person  or  persons  injured  thereby  for  the  full  amount  of  damages 
sustained  in  consequence  of  any  such  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
together  with  a  reasonable  counsel  or  attorney's  fee,  to  be  fixed  by  the  court  in 
every  case  of  recovery,  which  attorney's  fee  shall  be  taxed  and  collected  aa 
part  of  the  costs  in  the  case. 

§  9.  Jurisdiction  of  such  suits. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXI  and  XXIII,  supra.] 

Sec.  9.  That  any  person  or  persons  claiming  to  be  damaged  by  any  conmion 
carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  may  either  make  complaint  to  the 
Commission  as  hereinafter  provided  for,  or  may  bring  suit  in  his  or  their  own 
behalf  for  the  recovery  of  the  damages  for  which  such  common  carrier  may  be 
liable  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  in  any  district  or  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  of  competent  jurisdiction;  but  such  person  or  persons  shall  not 
have  the  right  to  pursue  both  of  said  remedies,  and  must  in  each  case  elect 
which  one  of  the  two  methods  of  procedure  herein  provided  for  he  or  they 
will  adopt.  In  any  such  action  brought  for  the  recovery  of  damages  the  court 
before  which  the  same  shall  be  pending  may  compel  any  director,  officer,  re- 
ceiver, trustee,  or  agent  of  the  corporation  or  company  defendant  in  such  suit 
to  attend,  appear,  and  testify  in  such  case,  and  may  compel  the  production 
of  the  books  and  papers  of  such  corporation  or  company  party  to  any  such 
suit;  the  claim  that  any  such  testimony  or  evidence  may  tend  to  criminate  the 
person  giving  such  evidence  shall  not  excuse  such  witness  from  testifying,  but 
such  evidence  or  testimony  shall  not  be  used  against  such  person  on  the  trial 
of  any  criminal  proceeding. 

§  10.  Penalties  for  violation  of  the  act. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XIV,  XVII,  XXIII,  and  XXIV,  9upra.] 
Sec.  10.  (As  amended  March  2,  1889,  and  June  18,  1910.)  That  any  com- 
mon carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  or,  whenever  such  common 
carrier  is  a  corporation,  any  director  or  officer  thereof,  or  any  receiver,  trustee, 
lessee,  agent,  or  person  acting  for  or  employed  by  such  corporation,  who, 
alone  or  with  any  other  corporation,  company,  person,  or  party,  shall  will- 
fully do  or  cause  to  be  done,  or  shall  willingly  sufiFer  or  permit  to  be  done, 
any  act,  matter,  or  thing  in  this  Act  prohibited  or  declared  to  be  unlawful, 
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or  who  shall  aid  or  abet  therein,  or  shall  willfully  omit  or  fail  to  do  any  act^ 
matter,  or  thing  in  this  Act  required  to  be  done,  or  shall  cause  or  willingly 
suffer  or  permit  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  so  directed  or  required  by  this  Act 
to  be  done  not  to  be  so  done,  or  shall  aid  or  abet  any  such  omission  or  failure, 
or  shall  be  guilty  of  any  infraction  of  this  Act  for  which  no  penalty  is  other- 
wise provided,  or  who  shall  aid  or  abet  therein,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof  in  any  district  court  of  the 
United  States  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  such  offense  was  committed, 
be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  to  exceed  five  thousand  dollars  for  each  offense: 
Provided^  That  if  the  offense  for  which  any  person  shall  be  convicted  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  an  unlawful  discrimination  in  rates,  fares,  or  charges  for 
the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property,  such  person  shall,  in  addition 
to  the  fine  hereinbefore  provided  for,  be  liable  to  imprisonment  in  the  peni- 
tentiary for  a  term  of  not  exceeding  two  years,  or  both  such  fine  and  imprison- 
ment, in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

Any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  or,  whenever 
such  common  carrier  is  a  corporation,  any  officer  or  agent  thereof,  or  any 
person  acting  for  or  employed  by  such  corporation,  who,  by  means  of  false 
billing,  false  classification,  false  weighing,  or  false  report  of  weight,  or  by  any 
other  device  or  means,  shall  knowingly  and  willfully  assist,  or  shall  willingly 
suffer  or  permit,  any  person  or  persons  to  obtain  transportation  for  property 
at  less  than  the  regular  rates  then  established  and  in  force  on  the  line  of  trans- 
portation of  such  common  carrier,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof  in  any  court  of  the  United  States  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction  within  the  district  in  which  such  offense  was  committed, 
be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  imprisonment  in 
the  penitentiary  for  a  term  of  not  exceeding  two  years,  or  both,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  for  each  offense. 

Any  person,  corporation,  or  company,  or  any  agent  or  officer  thereof,  who 
shall  deliver  property  for  transportation  to  any  common  carrier  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  or  for  whom,  as  consignor  or  consignee,  any  such 
carrier  shall  transport  property,  who  shall  knowingly  and  willfully,  directly 
or  indirectly,  himself  or  by  employee,  agent,  officer,  or  otherwise,  by  false 
billing,  false  classification,  false  weighing,  false  representation  of  the  contents 
of  the  package  or  the  substance  of  the  property,  false  report  of  weight,  fabe 
statement,  or  by  any  other  device  or  means,  whether  with  or  without  the  con- 
sent or  connivance  of  the  carrier,  its  agent,  or  officer,  obtain  or  attempt  to 
obtain  transportation  for  such  property  at  less  than  the  regular  rates  then  es- 
tablished and  in  force  on  the  line  of  transportation;  or  who  shall  knowingly 
and  willfully,  directly  or  indirectly,  himself  or  by  employee,  agent,  officer, 
or  otherwise,  by  false  statement  or  representation  as  to  cost,  value,  nature, 
or  extent  of  injury,  or  by  the  use  of  any  false  bill,  bill  of  lading,  receipt,  voucher, 
roll,  account,  claim,  certificate,  affidavit,  or  deposition,  knowing  the  same  to 
be  false,  fictitious,  or  fraudulent,  or  to  contain  any  false,  fictitious,  or  fraudu- 
lent statement  or  entry,  obtain  or  attempt  to  obtain  any  allowance,  refund, 
or  payment  for  damage  or  otherwise  in  connection  with  or  growing  out  of  the 
transportation  of  or  agreement  to  transport  such  property,  whether  with  or 
without  the  consent  or  connivance  of  the  carrier,  whereby  the  compensation 
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of  such  carrier  for  such  transportation,  either  before  or  after  payment,  shall 
in  fact  be  made  less  than  the  regular  rates  then  established  and  in  force  on 
the  line  of  transportation,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  fraud,  which  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  misdemeanor,  and  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof  in  any 
court  of  the  United  States  of  competent  jurisdiction  within  the  district  in 
which  such  offense  was  wholly  or  in  part  committed,  be  subject  for  each 
offense  to  a  fine  of  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars  or  imprisonment  in 
the  penitentiary  for  a  term  of  not  exceeding  two  years,  or  both,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court:  Providedf  That  the  penalty  of  imprisonment  shall  not 
apply  to  artificial  persons. 

If  any  such  person,  or  any  officer  or  agent  of  any  such  corporation  or  com- 
pany, shall,  by  payment  of  money  or  other  thing  of  value,  solicitation,  or 
otherwise,  induce  or  attempt  to  induce  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  or  any  of  its  officers  or  agents,  to  discriminate  imjustly 
in  his,  its,  or  their  favor  as  against  any  other  consignor  or  consignee  in  the 
transportation  of  property,  or  shall  aid  or  abet  any  common  carrier  in  any 
such  unjust  discrimination,  such  person  or  such  officer  or  agent  of  such  cor- 
poration or  company  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  shall, 
upon  conviction  thereof  in  any  court  of  the  United  States  of  competent  juris- 
diction within  the  district  in  which  such  offense  was  committed,  be  subject 
to  a  fine  of  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  imprisonment  in  the  pen- 
itentiary for  a  term  of  not  exceeding  two  years,  or  both,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  for  each  offense;  and  such  person,  corporation,  or  company  shall 
also,  together  with  said  common  carrier,  be  liable,  jointly  or  severally,  in  an 
action  to  be  brought  by  any  consignor  or  consignee  discriminated  against 
in  any  court  of  the  United  States  of  competent  jurisdiction  for  all  damages 
caused  by  or  resulting  therefrom. 

§  11.  Organization  of  the  commission. 

[See  generally  Chapters  II  and  XXI,  supra.] 

Sec.  11.  That  a  Commission  is  hereby  created  and  established  to  be  known 
as  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  which  shall  be  composed  of  five 
Commissioners,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Commissioners  first  appointed  under 
this  Act  shall  continue  in  office  for  the  term  of  two,  three,  four,  five,  and  six 
years,  respectively,  from  the  first  day  of  January,  Anno  Domini  eighteen 
hundred  and  eighty-seven,  the  term  of  each  to  be  designated  by  the  President; 
but  their  successors  shall  be  appointed  for  terms  of  six  years,  except  that  any 
person  chosen  to  fill  a  vacancy  shall  be  appointed  only  for  the  unexpired 
time  of  the  Commissioner  whom  he  shall  succeed.  Any  Commissioner  may 
be  removed  by  the  President  for  inefficiency,  neglect  of  duty,  or  malfeasance 
in  office.  Not  more  than  three  of  the  Commissioners  shall  be  appointed  from 
the  same  political  party.  No  person  in  the  employ  of  or  holding  any  official 
relation  to  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  or  owning 
stock  or  bonds  thereof,  or  who  is  in  any  manner  pecuniarily  interested  therein, 
shall  enter  upon  the  duties  of  or  hold  such  office.  Said  Commissioners  shall 
not  engage  in  any  other  business,  vocation,  or  employment.  No  vacancy  in 
the  Commission  shall  impair  the  right  of  the  remaining  Commissioners  to 
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exacwe  ail  the  powen  of  tlie  ComiiuflaioD.    (See  mttUm  t^  eiiiar§m§ 
man  and  increanng  ealanes.) 

§  IS.  Its  powen  and  duties. 

|8ee  generaily  Clii4>ierB  XXII  and  XXIII,  tupra.] 

Sec.  12.  (Am  amended  March  g,  1889,  and  FAruary  W,  1891.)  Thai  the 
CommiflBion  hereby  created  ahall  have  authority  to  inquire  into  the  mana^^ 
ment  of  the  busmesB  of  all  oommon  carriere  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Act,  and  ahall  keep  itself  infonned  as  to  the  manner  and  method  in 
the  same  is  conducted,  and  shall  have  the  right  to  obtain  from  such  eommon 
carriers  fuU  and  complete  information  necessary  to  enable  the  CommisBion 
to  perform  the  duties  and  carry  out  the  objects  f<»'  which  it  was  created;  and 
the  Conmiission  is  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  execute  and  enforce  the 
provisions  of  this  Act;  and,  upon  the  request  of  the  Ommuasion,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  any  district  attorney  of  the  United  States  to  whom  the  Com- 
mission may  apply  to  institute  in  the  proper  court  and  to  prosecute  under  the 
direction  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  all  necessary  proceed- 
ings for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  for  the  punishment 
of  all  violations  thereof,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  of  such  prosecution  aliall 
be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  the  expenses  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States;  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
require,  by  subpccna,  the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses  and  the  pro- 
duction of  all  books,  pi^iers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements,  and  docummts 
relating  to  any  matter  under  investigation. 

Such  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the  production  of  such  documentary 
evidence,  may  be  required  from  any  place  in  the  United  States,  at  any  desig- 
ated  place  of  hearing.  And  in  case  of  disobedience  to  a  subpoena  the  Com- 
mission, or  any  party  to  a  proceeding  before  the  Commission,  may  invoke  the 
aid  of  any  court  of  the  United  States  in  requiring  the  attendance  and  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  books,  papers,  and  documents  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section. 

And  any  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  which  such  inquiry  is  carried  on  may,  in  case  of  contumacy  or  refusal  to 
obey  a  subpcena  issued  to  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  or  other  person,  issue  an  order  requiring  such  oommon  carrier  or 
other  person  to  appear  before  said  Commission  (and  produce  books  and  papers 
if  so  ordered)  and  give  evidence  touching  the  matter  in  question;  and  any 
failure  to  obey  such  order  of  the  court  may  be  puni^cd  by  such  court  as  a 
contempt  thereof.  The  claim  that  any  such  testimony  or  evidence  may  tend 
to  criminate  the  person  giving  such  evidence  shall  not  excuse  such  witness 
from  testifying;  but  such  evidence  or  testimony  shall  not  be  used  against  such 
person  on  the  trial  of  any  criminal  proceeding. 

The  testimony  of  any  witness  may  be  taken,  at  the  instance  of  a  party,  in 
any  proceeding  or  investigation  pending  before  the  Commission,  by  deposition, 
at  any  time  after  a  cause  or  proceeding  is  at  issue  on  petition  and  answer. 
The  Commission  may  also  order  testimony  to  be  taken  by  deposition  in  any 
proceeding  or  investigation  pending  before  it,  at  any  stage  of  such  proceeding 
or  investigation.    Such  depositions  may  be  taken  before  any  judge  of  any 
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court  of  the  United  States,  or  any  commissioner  of  a  circuit,  or  any  clerk  of  a 
district  or  circuit  court,  or  any  chancellor,  justice,  or  judge  of  a  supreme  or 
superior  court,  mayor  or  chief  magistrate  of  a  city,  judge  of  a  county  court, 
or  court  of  common  pleas  of  any  of  the  United  States,  or  any  notary  public, 
not  being  of  counsel  or  attorney  to  either  of  the  parties,  nor  interested  in 
the  event  of  the  proceeding  or  investigation.  Reasonable  notice  mqst  first 
be  given  in  writing  by  the  party  or  his  attorney  proposing  to  take  such  dep- 
osition to  the  opposite  party  or  his  attorney  of  record,  as  either  may  be 
nearest,  which  notice  shall  state  the  name  of  the  witness  and  the  time  and  place 
of  the  taking  of  his  deposition.  Any  person  may  be  compelled  to  appear  and 
depose,  and  to  produce  documentary  evidence,  in  the  same  manner  as  wit- 
nesses may  be  compelled  to  appear  and  testify  and  produce  documentary 
evidence  before  the  Commission  as  hereinbefore  provided. 

Every  person  deposing  as  herein  provided  shall  be  cautioned  and  sworn 
(or  affirm,  if  he  so  request)  to  testify  the  whole  truth,  and  shall  be  carefully 
examined.  His  testimony  shall  be  reduced  to  writing  by  the  magistrate 
taking  the  deposition,  or  under  his  direction,  and  shall,  after  it  has  been  re- 
duced to  writing,  be  subscribed  by  the  deponent. 

If  a  witness  whose  testimony  may  be  desired  to  be  taken  by  deposition  be 
in  a  foreign  country,  the  deposition  may  be  taken  before  an  officer  or  person 
designated  by  the  Commission,  or  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  by  stipulation 
in  writing  to  be  filed  with  the  Commission.  All  depositions  must  be  promptly 
filed  with  the  Commission. 

Witnesses  whose  depositions  are  taken  pursuant  to  this  Act,  and  the  magis- 
trate or  other  officer  taking  the  same,  shall  severally  be  entitled  to  the  same 
fees  as  are  paid  for  like  services  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 

§  18.  Remedies  provided  for  wrongs. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXI  and  XXIII,  supra.] 

Sec.  13.  (As  amended  June  18 f  1910.)  That  any  person,  firm,  corporation, 
company,  or  association,  or  any  mercantile,  agricultural,  or  manufacturing 
society  or  other  organization,  or  any  body  poUtic  or  municipal  organization, 
or  any  common  carrier,  complaining  of  anything  done  or  omitted  to  be  done 
by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  in  contravention 
of  the  provisions  thereof,  may  apply  to  said  Commission  by  petition,  which 
shall  briefly  state  the  facts;  whereupon  a  statement  of  the  complaint  thus 
made  shall  be  forwarded  by  the  Commission  to  such  common  carrier,  who 
shall  be  called  upon  to  satisfy  the  complaint,  or  to  answer  the  same  in  writing, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  specified  by  the  Commission.  If  such  common 
carrier  within  the  time  specified  shall  make  reparation  for  the  injury  alleged 
to  have  been  done,  the  common  carrier  shall  be  relieved  of  liability  to  the 
complainant  only  for  the  particular  violation  of  law  thus  complained  of.  If 
such  carrier  or  carriers  shall  not  satisfy  the  complaint  within  the  time  specified, 
or  there  shall  appear  to  be  any  reasonable  ground  for  investigating  sud  com- 
plaint, it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Commission  to  investigate  the  matters  com- 
plained of  in  such  manner  and  by  such  means  as  it  shall  deem  proper. 

Said  Commission  shall,  in  Uke  manner  and  with  the  same  authority  and 
powers,  investigate  any  complaint  forwarded  by  the  railroad  commissioner 
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or  railroad  oommiflsion  of  any  State  or  Territory  at  the  request  of  anefa 
miasioner  or  commiasion,  and  the  Interstate  Commeroe  CommisBion  afaall  have 
full  authority  and  power  at  any  time  to  institute  an  inquiry,  on  its  own  mo- 
tion, in  any  case  and  as  to  any  matter  or  thing  oonoeming  which  a  oonq>laint 
is  authorized  to  be  made,  to  or  before  said  Commission  by  any  provision  of 
this  Act,  or  concerning  which  any  question  may  arise  under  any  of  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act,  or  relating  to  the  enforcement  of  any  of  the  provisiona  of 
this  Act.  And  the  said  Commission  shall  have  the  same  powers  and  authority 
to  proceed  with  any  inquiry  instituted  on  its  own  motion  as  though  it  had 
been  appealed  to  by  complaint  or  petition  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  including  the  power  to  make  and  enforce  any  order  or  orders  in  the  case, 
or  relating  to  the  matter  or  thing  concerning  which  the  inquiiy  is  had  ex- 
cepting orders  for  the  payment  of  money.  No  complaint  shall  at  any  time  be 
dismissed  because  of  the  absence  of  direct  damage  to  the  complainant. 

§  14.  Comxnissioii  must  make  reports. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XX  and  XXIII,  ^wpra.] 

Sec.  14.  {Amended  March  2,  1889,  and  June  ;$9,  1906.)  That  whenever  an 
investigation  shall  be  made  by  said  Commission,  it  shall  be  its  duty  to  make 
a  report  in  writing  in  respect  thereto,  which  shall  state  the  conclusions  of 
the  Commission,  together  with  its  decision,  order,  or  requirement  in  the 
premises;  and  in  case  damages  are  awarded  such  report  shall  include  the  find- 
ings of  fact  on  which  the  award  is  made. 

All  reports  of  investigations  made  by  the  Conunission  shall  be  mtered  of 
record,  and  a  copy  thereof  shall  be  furnished  to  the  party  who  may  have  com- 
plained, and  to  any  common  carrier  that  may  have  been  compl^ned  of. 

The  Commission  may  provide  for  the  publication  of  its  reports  and  deci- 
sions in  such  form  and  manner  as  may  be  best  adapted  for  public  infonna- 
tion  and  use,  and  such  authorized  publications  shall  be  competent  evidence 
of  the  reports  and  decisions  of  the  Commission  therein  contained  in  all  courta 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  several  States  without  any  further  proof  or 
authentication  thereof.  The  Commission  may  also  cause  to  be  printed  for 
early  distribution  its  annual  reports. 

§  16.  Fixing  rates  and  classifications. 
[See  generaUy  Chapters  II,  V,  XI,  XV,  XVIII  and  XXII,  9upm,\ 
Sec.  15.  (As  amended  June  29,  1906,  and  June  18,  1910.)  That  whoi- 
ever,  after  full  hearing  upon  a  complaint  made  as  provided  in  section  thirteen 
of  this  Act,  or  after  full  hearing  under  an  order  for  investigation  and  hearing 
made  by  the  Conmiission  on  its  own  initiative  (either  in  extenmon  of  any  pend- 
ing complaint  or  without  any  complaint  whatever),  the  Conmiission  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  any  individual  or  joint  rates  or  charges  whatsoever  d^nanded, 
charged,  or  collected  by  any  common  carrier  or  carriers  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Act  for  the  transportation  of  persons  or  property  or  for  the  trans- 
mission of  messages  by  telegraph  or  telephone  as  defined  in  the  first  section 
of  this  Act,  or  that  any  individual  or  joint  classifications,  regulations,  or  prac- 
tices whatsoever  of  such  carrier  or  carriers  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  are  unjust  or  unreasonable  or  unjustly  discriminatory,  or  unduly  prefer> 
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ential  or  prejudicial  or  otherwise  in  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  the  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  determine  and 
prescribe  what  will  be  the  just  and  reasonable  individual  or  joint  rate  or  rates, 
charge  or  charges,  to  be  thereafter  observed  in  such  case  as  the  mjuriynum  to 
be  charged,  and  what  individual  or  joint  classification,  regulation,  or  practice 
is  just,  fair,  and  reasonable,  to  be  thereafter  followed,  and  to  make  an  order 
that  the  carrier  or  carriers  shall  cease  and  desist  from  such  violation  to  the 
extent  to  which  the  Commission  finds  the  same  to  exist,  and  shall  not  there- 
after publish,  demand,  or  collect  any  rate  or  charge  for  such  transportation 
or  transmission  in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  or  charge  so  prescribed,  and 
shall  adopt  the  classification  and  shall  conform  to  and  observe  the  regulation 
or  practice  so  prescribed.  All  orders  of  the  Commission,  except  orders  for  the 
payment  of  money,  shall  take  effect  within  such  reasonable  time,  not  less 
than  thirty  days,  and  shall  continue  in  force  for  such  period  of  time,  not  ex- 
ceeding two  years,  as  shall  be  prescribed  in  the  order  of  the  Commission,  unlesd 
the  same  shall  be  suspended  or  modified  or  set  aside  by  the  Commission, 
or  be  suspended  or  set  aside  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  When- 
ever the  carrier  or  carriers,  in  obedience  to  such  order  of  the  Commission  or 
otherwise,  in  respect  to  joint  rates,  fares,  or  charges,  shall  fail  to  agree  among 
themselves  upon  the  apportionment  or  division  thereof  the  Conmiission  may, 
after  hearing,  make  a  supplemental  order  prescribing  the  just  and  reasonable 
proportion  of  such  joint  rate  to  be  received  by  each  carrier  party  thereto, 
which  order  shall  take  effect  as  a  part  of  the  original  order. 

Whenever  there  shall  be  filed  with  the  Commission  any  schedule  stating  a 
new  individual  or  joint  rate,  fare,  or  charge,  or  any  new  individual  or  joint 
classification,  or  any  new  individual  or  joint  regulation  or  practice  affecting  any 
rate,  fare,  or  charge,  the  Commission  shall  have,  and  it  is  hereby  given,  author- 
ity, either  upon  complaint  or  upon  its  own  initiative  without  complaint,  at 
once,  and  if  it  so  orders,  without  answer  or  other  formal  pleading  by  the  inter- 
ested carrier  or  carriers,  but  upon  reasonable  notice,  to  enter  upon  a  hearing 
concerning  the  propriety  of  such  rate,  fare,  charge,  classification,  regulation,  or 
practice;  and  pending  such  hearing  and  the  decision  thereon  the  Commission 
upon  filing  with  such  schedule  and  delivering  to  the  carrier  or  carriers  af- 
fected thereby  a  statement  in  writing  of  its  reasons  for  such  suspension  may 
suspend  the  operation  of  such  schedule  and  defer  the  use  of  such  rate,  fare, 
charge,  classification,  regulation,  or  practice,  but  not  for  a  longer  period  than 
one  hundred  and  twenty  days  beyond  the  time  when  such  rate,  fare,  charge, 
classification,  regulation,  or  practice  would  otherwise  go  into  effect;  and  after 
full  hearing,  whether  completed  before  or  after  the  rate,  fare,  charge,  classifica- 
tion, regulation,  or  practice  goes  into  effect,  the  Commission  may  make  such 
order  in  reference  to  such  rate,  fare,  charge,  classification,  regulation,  or  prac- 
tice as  would  be  proper  in  a  proceeding  initiated  after  the  rate,  fare,  charge, 
classification,  regulation,  or  practice  had  become  effective:  Provided,  That 
if  any  such  hearing  cannot  be  concluded  within  the  period  of  suspension, 
as  above  stated,  the  Interstate  Conmierce  Commission  may,  in  its  discretion, 
extend  the  time  of  suspension  for  a  further  period  not  exceeding  six  months. 
At  any  hearing  involving  a  rate  increased  after  January  first,  nineteen  hun- 
dred and  ten,  or  of  a  rate  sought  to  be  increased  after  the  passage  of  this  Act, 
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the  burden  of  proof  to  ahow  that  the  increased  rate  or  proposed  increased 
rate  is  just  and  reasonable  shall  be  upon  the  common  carrier,  and  the  Com- 
mission shall  give  to  the  hearing  and  decision  of  such  questions  preference 
over  all  other  questions  pending  before  it  and  decide  the  same  as  speedily  as 
possible. 

The  Commission  may  also,  after  hearing,  on  a  complaint  or  upon  its  own 
initiative  without  complaint,  establish  throu^  routes  and  joint  classifications, 
and  may  establish  joint  rates  as  the  maximum  to  be  charged  and  may  pre- 
scribe the  division  of  such  rates  as  herdnbefore  provided  and  the  terms  and 
conditions  under  which  such  through  routes  shall  be  operated,  wheneva"  the 
carriers  themselves  shall  have  refused  or  neglected  to  establish  voluntarily 
such  through  routes  or  joint  classifications  or  joint  rates;  and  this  provision 
shall  apply  when  one  of  the  connecting  carries  is  a  water  line.  The  Commis- 
sion shall  not,  however,  establish  any  through  route,  classification,  or  rate 
between  street  electric  passenger  railways  not  engaged  in  the  general  businesB 
of  transporting  freight  in  addition  to  thdr  passenger  and  eicpress  business 
and  railroads  of  a  different  character,  nor  shall  the  Commission  have  the  right 
to  establish  any  route,  classification,  rate,  fare,  or  charge  when  the  trans- 
portation is  wholly  by  water,  and  any  transportation  by  water  affected  by 
this  Act  shall  be  subject  to  the  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  transporta- 
tion by  water. 

And  in  establishing  such  through  route,  the  Commission  shall  not  require 
any  company,  without  its  consent,  to  embrace  in  such  route  substantially 
less  than  the  entire  length  of  its  railroad  and  of  any  intermediate  railroad 
operated  in  conjunction  and  under  a  conunon  management  or  control  there- 
with which  lies  between  the  termini  of  such  proposed  through  route,  unless 
to  do  so  would  make  such  through  route  unreasonably  long  as  compared 
with  another  practicable  through  route  which  could  otherwise  be  estab- 
lished. 

In  all  cases  where  at  the  time  of  delivery  of  property  to  any  railroad  cor- 
poration being  a  conunon  carrier,  for  transportation  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  to  any  point  of  destination,  between  which  and  the  point  of  such 
delivery  for  shipment  two  or  more  through  routes  and  throu^  rates  shall 
have  been  established  as  in  this  Act  provided  to  which  through  routes  and 
through  rates  such  carrier  is  a  party,  the  person,  firm,  or  corporation  making 
such  shipment,  subject  to  such  reasonable  exceptions  and  regulations  as  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall  from  time  to  time  prescribe,  shall 
have  the  right  to  designate  in  writing  by  which  of  such  through  routes  such 
property  shall  be  transported  to  destination,  and  it  shall  thereupon  be  the 
duty  of  the  initial  carrier  to  route  said  property  and  issue  a  through  bill  of 
lading  therefor  as  so  directed,  and  to  transport  said  property  over  its  own  line 
or  lines  and  deliver  the  same  to  a  connecting  line  or  lines  according  to  such 
through  route,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  each  of  said  connecting  carriers  to 
receive  said  property  and  transport  it  over  the  said  line  or  lines  and  deliver 
the  same  to  the  next  succeeding  carrier  or  consignee  according  to  the  routing 
instructions  in  said  bill  of  lading:  Provided^  however ^  That  the  shipper  shall 
in  all  instances  have  the  right  to  determine,  where  competing  lines  of  railroad 
constitute  portions  of  a  through  line  or  route,  over  which  of  said  competing 
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lines  so  constituting  a  portion  of  said  through  tine  or  route  his  freight  shall  be 
transported. 

It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  or  any  officer,  agent,  or  employee  of  such  conunon  carrier,  or  for  any 
other  person  or  corporation  lawfully  authorised  by  such  ooinmon  carrier  to 
receive  information  therefrom,  knowingly  to  disclose  to  or  permit  to  be  ac- 
quired by  any  person  or  corporation  other  than  the  shipper  or  consignee,  with- 
out the  consent  of  such  shipper  or  consignee,  any  information  concerning  the 
nature,  kind,  quantity,  destination,  consignee,  or  routing  of  any  property 
tendered  or  deUvered  to  such  conunon  carrier  for  interstate  transportation, 
which  information  may  be  used  to  the  detriment  or  prejudice  of  such  shipper 
or  consignee,  or  which  may  imiHX>perly  disclose  his  business  transactions  to  a 
competitor;  and  it  shall  also  be  unlawful  for  any  person  or  corporation  to  solicit 
or  knowingly  receive  any  such  information  which  may  be  so  used:  Provided, 
That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  giving  of  such  in- 
formation in  response  to  any  legal  process  issued  under  the  authority  of  any 
state  or  federal  court,  or  to  any  officer  or  agent  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  State  or  Territory,  in  the  exercise  of  his  powers,  or 
to  any  officer  or  other  duly  authorized  person  seeking  such  information  for 
the  prosecution  of  persons  charged  with  or  suspected  of  crime;  or  information 
given  by  a  common  carrier  to  another  carrier  or  its  duly  authorised  agent,  for 
the  purpose  of  adjusting  mutual  traffic  accounts  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
bumness  of  such  carriers. 

Any  person,  corporation,  or  assodation  violating  any  of  the  provisions  of 
the  next  preceding  paragraph  of  this  section  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and  for  each  offense,  on  conviction,  shall  pay  to  the  United  States 
a  penalty  of  not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars. 

If  the  owner  of  property  transported  under  this  Act  directly  or  indirectly 
renders  any  service  connected  with  such  transportation,  or  furnishes  any  in- 
strumentatity  used  therein,  the  charge  and  allowance  therefor  shall  be  no 
more  than  is  just  and  reasonable,  and  the  Commission  may,  after  hearing  on 
a  complaint  or  on  its  own  initiative,  determine  what  is  a  reasonable  charge 
as  the  maximum  to  be  paid  by  the  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  services  so  ren- 
dered or  for  the  use  of  the  instrumentatity  so  furnished,  and  fix  the  same  by 
appropriate  order,  which  order  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  and  be 
enforced  in  like  manner  as  the  orders  above  provided  for  under  this  section. 

The  foregoing  enumeration  of  powers  shall  not  exclude  any  power  which 
the  Commission  would  otherwise  have  in  the  making  of  an  order  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 

§  16.  Award  of  damages  in  reparatioii. 

[See  Chapters  XIV,  XXI,  XXII  and  XXIV,  supra,] 

Sec.  16.  (Amended  March  2, 1889,  June  29, 1906,  and  June  18, 1910.)  That 
if,  after  hearing  on  a  complaint  made  as  provided  in  section  thirteen  of  this 
Act,  the  Commission  shall  determine  that  any  party  complainant  is  entitled 
to  an  award  of  damages  under  the  provisions  of,  this  Act  for  a  violation  thereof, 
the  Conmussion  shall  make  an  order  directing  the  carrier  to  pay  to  the  com* 
plainant  the  sum  to  which  he  is  entitled  on  or  before  a  day  named. 
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If  a  carrier  does  not  comply  with  an  order  for  the  payment  of  mon^  within 
the  time  limit  in  such  order,  the  complainant,  or  any  person  for  whose  benefit 
such  order  was  made,  may  file  in  the  circuit  court  of  tlie  United  States  for  the 
district  in  which  he  resides  or  in  which  is  located  the  principal  operating  offioe 
of  the  carrier,  or  through  which  the  road  of  the  carrier  runs,  or  in  any  state 
court  of  general  jurisdiction  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties,  a  petition  setting 
forth  briefly  the  causes  for  which  he  claims  damages,  and  the  c»der  of  the 
Commission  in  the  premises.  Such  suit  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  shall  proceed  in  all  respects  like  other  civil  suits  for  damages,  except 
that  on  the  trial  of  such  suit  the  findings  and  order  of  the  Gonmiission  shall  be 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated,  and  except  that  the  petitioner 
shall  not  be  liable  for  costs  in  the  circuit  court  nor  for  costs  at  any  subse- 
quent stage  of  the  proceedings  unless  they  accrue  upon  his  appeal.  If  the 
petitioner  shall  finally  prevail  he  shall  be  allowed  a  reasonable  attom^s  fee, 
to  be  taxed  and  collected  as  a  part  of  the  costs  of  the  suit.  AU  oomplaintB  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  shall  be  filed  with  the  Gcmmiission  within  two  years 
from  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  and  not  after,  and  a  petition  for  the 
enforcement  of  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  shall  be  filed  in  the  circuit 
court  or  state  court  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  <Mder,  and  not  after. 

In  such  suits  all  parties  in  whose  favor  the  Commission  may  have  made  an 
award  for  damages  by  a  single  order  may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs,  and  all  of  the 
carriers  parties  to  such  order  awarding  such  damages  may  be  joined  as  de> 
fendants,  and  such  suit  may  be  maintained  by  such  joint  plaintiffs  and  agaiost 
such  joint  defendants  in  any  district  where  any  one  of  such  joint  plaintiffs  could 
maintain  such  suit  against  any  one  of  such  joint  defendants;  and  service  of 
process  against  any  one  of  such  defendants  as  may  not  be  found  in  the  district 
where  the  suit  is  brought  may  be  made  in  any  district  where  such  defendant 
carrier  has  its  principal  operating  office.  In  case  of  such  joint  suit  the  recovery, 
if  any,  may  be  by  judgment  in  favor  of  any  one  of  such  plaintiffs,  against  the 
defendant  found  to  be  liable  to  such  plaintiff. 

Every  order  of  the  Conmiission  shall  be  forthwith  served  upon  the  designated 
agent  of  the  carrier  in  the  city  of  Washington  or  in  such  other  mann^  as  may 
be  provided  by  law. 

The  Conmiission  shall  be  authorized  to  suspend  or  modify  its  orders  upon 
such  notice  and  in  such  manner  as  it  shall  deem  proper. 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  every  common  carrier,  its  agents  and  employees,  to 
observe  and  comply  with  such  orders  so  long  as  the  same  shall  remain  in  effect. 

Any  carrier,  any  officer,  representative,  or  agent  of  a  carrier,  or  any  receiver, 
trustee,  lessee,  or  agent  of  either  of  them,  who  knowingly  fails  or  neglects  to 
obey  any  order  made  under  the  provisions  of  section  fifteen  of  this  Act  shall 
forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars  for  each  offense. 
Every  distinct  violation  shall  be  a  separate  offense,  and  in  case  oi  a  continuing 
violation  each  day  shall  be  deemed  a  separate  offense. 

The  forfeiture  provided  for  in  this  Act  shall  be  payable  into  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  and  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States,  brought  in  the  district  where  the  carrier  has  its  principal 
operating  office,  or  in  any  district  through  which  the  road  of  the  carrier 
runs. 
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It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  various  district  attorneys,  under  the  direction  of 
the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States,  to  prosecute  for  the  recovery  of 
forfeitures.  The  costs  and  expenses  of  such  prosecution  shall  be  paid  out  of 
the  appropriation  for  the  expenses  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 

The  Commission  may  employ  such  attorneys  as  it  finds  necessary  for  proper 
legal  aid  and  service  of  the  Commission  or  its  members  in  the  conduct  of  their 
work  or  for  proper  representation  of  the  public  interests  in  investigations 
made  by  it  or  cases  or  proceedings  pending  before  it,  whether  at  the  Commis- 
sion's own  instance  or  upon  complaint,  or  to  appear  for  and  represent  the 
Commission  in  any  case  pending  in  the  Commerce  Court;  and  the  expenses 
of  such  employment  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  the  Com- 
mission. 

If  any  carrier  fails  or  neglects  to  obey  any  order  of  the  Commission  other 
than  for  the  payment  of  money,  while  the  same  is  in  effect,  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  or  any  party  injured  thereby,  or  the  United  States, 
by  its  Attorney  General,  may  apply  to  the  Commerce  Court  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  such  order.  If,  after  hearing,  that  Court  determines  that  the  order 
was  regularly  made  and  duly  served,  and  that  the  carrier  is  in  disobedience  of 
the  same,  the  Court  shall  enforce  obedience  to  such  order  by  a  writ  of  in  unc- 
tion or  other  proper  process,  mandatory  or  otherwise,  to  restrain  such  carrier, 
its  ofiicers,  agents,  or  representatives,  from  fiurther  disobedience  of  such  order, 
or  to  enjoin  upon  it  or  them  obedience  to  the  same. 

The  copies  of  schedules  and  classifications  and  tariffs  of  rates,  fares,  and 
charges,  and  of  all  contracts,  agreements,  and  arrangements  between  common 
carriers  filed  with  the  Commission  as  herein  provided,  and  the  statistics,  tables, 
and  figures  contained  in  the  annual  or  other  reports  of  carriers  made  to  the 
Commission  as  required  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  preserved  as 
public  records  in  the  custody  of  the  secretary  of  the  Commission,  and  shall  be 
received  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  what  they  purport  to  be  for  the  purpose 
of  investigations  by  the  Commission  and  in  all  judicial  proceedings;  and 
copies  of  and  extracts  from  any  of  said  schedules,  classifications,  tariffs,  con- 
tracts, agreements,  arrangements,  or  reports,  made  public  records  as  afore- 
said, certified  by  the  secretary,  under  the  Conunission's  seal,  shall  be  received 
in  evidence  with  like  effect  as  the  ori|pnals. 

§  16a.  Commissioii  may  grant  rehearings. 

[See  Chapters  XXII  and  XXIII,  mpra.] 

Sec.  16a.  (Added  June  29 ^  1906)  That  after  a  decision,  order,  or  require- 
ment has  been  made  by  the  Commission  in  any  proceeding  any  party  thereto 
may  at  any  time  make  application  for  rehearing  of  the  same,  or  any  matter 
determined  therein,  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commission  in  its  discretion 
to  grant  such  a  rehearing  if  sufficient  reason  therefor  be  made  to  appear. 
Applications  for  rehearing  shall  be  governed  by  such  general  rules  as  the  Com- 
mission may  establish.  No  such  application  shall  excuse  any  carrier  from  com- 
plying with  or  obeying  any  decision,  order,  or  requirement  of  the  Commission, 
or  operate  in  any  manner  to  stay  or  postpone  the  enforcement  thereof,  without 
the  special  order  of  the  Commission.  In  case  a  rehearing  is  granted  the  pro- 
ceedings thereupon  shall  conform  as  nearly  as  may  be  to  the  proceedings  in 
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an  original  hearing,  except  as  the  C!ommis8ion  may  otherwise  direct;  and  if,  in 
its  judgment,  after  such  rehearing  and  the  consideration  of  all  facts,  including 
those  arising  since  the  former  hearing,  it  shall  appear  that  the  original  decision, 
order,  or  requirement  is  in  any  respect  unjust  or  unwarranted,  the  Commis- 
sion  may  reverse,  change,  or  modify  the  same  accordingly.  Any  decision, 
order,  or  requirement  made  after  such  rehearing,  reversing,  changing,  or 
modifying  the  original  determination  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  provisions  as 
an  original  order. 

§  17.  Fonn  of  procedure  provided. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXI  and  XXIII,  supra.] 

Sec.  17.  {Aa  amended  March  2,  1889.)  That  the  Conuniasion  may  conduct 
its  proceedings  in  such  manner  as  will  best  conduce  to  the  proper  dispatch  of 
business  and  to  the  ends  of  justice.  A  majority  of  the  C!onmiis8ion  shall  con- 
stitute a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business,  but  no  Commissioner  shaU 
participate  in  any  hearing  or  proceeding  in  which  he  has  any  pecuniary  interest. 
Said  Commission  may,  from  time  to  time,  make  or  amend  such  general  rules 
or  orders  as  may  be  requisite  for  the  order  and  regulation  of  proceedings  be- 
fore it,  including  forms  of  notices  and  the  service  thereof,  which  shall  conform, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  to  those  in  use  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  Any 
party  may  appear  before  said  Commission  and  be  heard,  in  person  or  by 
attorney.  Every  vote  and  official  act  of  the  Commission  shall  be  entered  of 
record,  and  its  proceedings  shall  be  public  upon  the  request  of  either  party 
interested.  Said  Conunission  shall  have  an  official  seal,  which  shall  be  judi- 
cially noticed.  Either  of  the  members  of  the  Conmiisaion  may  admin iwtCT 
oaths  and  affirmations  and  sign  subpoenas. 

§  18.  Constitutioii  of  the  commissioii. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXI  and  XXII,  supra.] 

Sec.  18.  (Ae  amended  March  £,  1889.)  [See  section  $4,  increasing  salaries 
of  Commissioners.]  That  each  Commissioner  shall  receive  an  Ai^nnftl  salary 
of  seven  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  payable  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
judges  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  The  Conunission  shall  appoint  a 
secretary,  who  shall  receive  an  annual  siedary  of  three  thousand  Qve  hundred 
dollars,  increased  to  $5,000  by  sundry  civil  act  of  March  4,  1907,  34  Stat. 
L.,  1311,  payable  in  like  manner.  The  Commission  shall  have  authority  to 
employ  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  other  employees  aa  it  may  find  nec- 
essary to  the  proper  performance  of  its  duties.  Until  otherwise  provided  by 
law,  the  Commission  may  hire  suitable  offices  for  its  use,  and  shall  have  author- 
ity to  procure  all  necessary  office  supplies.  Witnesses  sunmioned  before  the 
Commission  shall  be  paid  the  same  fees  and  mileage  that  aie  paid  witnesses 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 

All  of  the  expenses  of  the  Commission,  including  all  necessary  expenses  for 
transportation  incurred  by  the  Commissioners,  or  by  their  employees  under 
their  orders,  in  making  any  investigation,  or  upon  official  business  in  any  other 
places  than  in  the  city  of  Washington,  shall  be  allowed  and  paid  on  the  pres- 
entation of  itemized  vouchers  therefor  approved  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Comnussion. 
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§  19.  Officers  of  the  commission. 

[See  generally  Chapters  II  and  XXI,  supra.] 

Sec.  19.  That  the  principal  office  of  the  Commission  shall  be  in  the  city  of 
Washington,  where  its  general  sessions  shall  be  held;  but  whenever  the  con- 
venience of  the  public  or  the  parties  may  be  promoted,  or  delay  or  expense 
prevented  thereby,  the  Commission  may  hold  special  sessions  in  any  part 
of  the  United  States.  It  may,  by  one  or  more  of  the  Commissioners,  prosecute 
any  inquiry  necessary  to  its  duties,  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  into  any 
matter  or  question  of  fact  pertaining  to  the  business  of  any  conmion  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

§  19a.  Valuation  of  carrier's  property. 

[See  generally  Chapters  VJ  and  XX,  supra.] 

Sec.  19a.  That  the  Commission  shall,  as  hereinafter  provided,  investigate, 
ascertain,  and  report  the  value  of  all  the  property  owned  or  used  by  every 
common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  To  enable  the  Commis- 
sion to  make  such  investigation  and  report,  it  is  authorized  to  employ  such 
experts  and  other  assistants  as  may  be  necessary.  The  Commission  may 
appoint  examiners  who  shall  have  power  to  administer  oaths,  examine  wit- 
nesses, and  take  testimony.  The  Commission  shall  make  an  inventory  which 
shall  list  the  property  of  every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  in  detail,  and  show  the  value  thereof  as  hereinafter  provided,  and  shall 
classify  the  physical  property,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  in  conformity  with  the 
classification  of  expenditures  for  road  and  equipment,  as  prescribed  by  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

First.  In  such  investigation  said  Conmiission  shall  ascertain  and  report  in 
detail  as  to  each  piece  of  property  owned  or  used  by  said  common  carrier  for 
its  purposes  as  a  common  carrier,  the  original  cost  to  date,  the  cost  of  reproduc- 
tion new,  the  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation,  and  an  analysis  of  the 
methods  by  which  these  several  costs  are  obtained,  and  the  reason  for  their 
differences,  if  £iny.  The  Commission  shall  in  like  manner  ascertain  and  report 
separately  other  values,  and  elements  of  value,  if  any,  of  the  property  of  such 
common  carrier,  and  an  analysis  of  the  methods  of  valuation  employed,  and 
of  the  reasons  for  any  differences  between  any  such  value,  and  each  of  the 
foregoing  cost  values. 

Second.  Such  investigation  and  report  shall  state  in  detail  and  separately 
from  improvements  the  original  cost  of  all  lands,  rights  of  way,  and  terminals 
owned  or  used  for  the  purposes  of  a  common  carrier,  and  ascertained  as  of  the 
time  of  dedication  to  public  use,  and  the  present  value  of  the  same,  and  sepa- 
rately the  original  and  present  cost  of  condemnation  and  damages  or  of  pur- 
chase in  excess  of  such  original  cost  or  present  value. 

Third.  Such  investigation  and  report  shall  show  separately  the  property 
held  for  purposes  other  than  those  of  a  common  carrier,  and  the  original  cost 
and  present  value  of  the  same,  together  with  an  analysis  of  the  methods  of 
valuation  employed. 

Fourth.  In  ascertaining  the  original  cost  to  date  of  the  property  of  such 
common  carrier  the  Commission,  in  addition  to  such  other  elements  as  it  may 
deem  necessary,  shall  investigate  and  report  upon  the  history  and  organisa- 
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tion  of  the  present  and  of  any  previous  corporation  operating  such  property; 
upon  any  increasee  or  decreases  of  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  securities,  in  any 
reorganization;  upon  moneys  received  by  any  such  corporation  by  reason 
of  any  issues  of  stocks,  bonds,  or  other  securities;  upon  the  syndicating,  bank- 
ing,  and  other  financial  arrangements  under  which  such  issues  were  made  and 
the  expense  thereof;  and  upon  the  net  and  gross  earnings  of  such  corporations; 
and  shall  also  ascertain  and  report  in  such  detail  as  may  be  determined  by 
the  Commission  upon  the  expenditure  of  all  moneys  and  the  purposes  for 
which  the  same  were  expended. 

Fifth.  The  Commission  shall  ascertain  and  report  the  amount  and  value 
of  any  aid,  gift,  grant  of  right  of  way,  or  donation,  made  to  any  such  com- 
mon carrier,  or  to  any  previous  corporation  operating  such  property,  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  or  by  any  State,  county,  or  municipal  gov- 
ernment, or  by  individuals,  associations,  or  corporations;  and  it  shall  also 
ascertain  and  report  the  grants  of  land  to  any  such  common  carrier,  or  any 
previous  corporation  operating  such  property,  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  or  by  any  State,  county,  or  municipal  government,  and  the 
amount  of  money  derived  from  the  sale  of  any  portion  of  such  grants  and 
the  value  of  the  unsold  portion  thereof  at  the  time  acquired  and  at  the  present 
time,  also,  the  amount  and  value  of  any  concession  and  allowance  made  by 
such  common  carrier  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  to  any  State, 
county,  or  municipal  government  in  consideration  of  such  aid,  gift,  grant,  or 
donation. 

Except  as  herein  otherwise  provided,  the  Commission  shall  have  power  to 
prescribe  the  method  of  procedure  to  be  followed  in  the  conduct  of  the  inves- 
tigation, the  form  in  which  the  results  of  the  valuation  shall  be  submitted,  and 
the  classification  of  the  elements  that  constitute  the  ascertained  value,  and 
such  investigation  shall  show  the  value  of  the  property  of  every  common 
carrier  as  a  whole  and  separately  the  value  of  its  property  in  each  of  the  several 
States  and  Territories  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  classified  and  in  detail 
as  herein  required. 

Such  investigation  shall  be  commenced  within  sixty  days  after  the  ap- 
proval of  this  Act  and  shall  be  prosecuted  with  diligence  and  thoroughness, 
and  the  result  thereof  reported  to  Congress  at  the  beginning  of  each  regular 
session  thereafter  until  completed. 

Every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  furnish 
to  the  Commission  or  its  agents  from  time  to  time  and  as  the  Commtssion 
may  require  maps,  profiles,  contracts,  reports  of  engineers,  and  any  other 
documents,  records,  and  papers,  or  copies  of  any  or  all  of  the  same,  in  aid  of 
such  investigation  and  determination  of  the  value  of  the  property  of  said 
common  carrier,  and  shall  grant  to  all  agents  of  the  Commission  free  access 
to  its  right  of  way,  its  property,  and  its  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda 
whenever  and  wherever  requested  by  any  such  duly  authorized  agent,  and 
every  common  carrier  is  hereby  directed  and  required  to  co-operate  with  and 
aid  the  Commission  in  the  work  of  the  valuation  of  its  property  in  such  further 
particulars  and  to  such  extent  as  the  Commission  may  require  and  direct, 
and  all  rules  and  regulations  made  by  the  Commission  for  the  purpose  of 
administering  the  provisions  of  this  section  and  section  twenty  of  Uiis  Act 
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shall  have  the  full  force  and  effect  of  law.  Unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission,  with  the  resaons  therefor,  the  records  and  data  of  the  Conmiis- 
sion  shall  be  open  to  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the  public. 

Upon  the  completion  of  the  valuation  herein  provided  for  the  Commission 
shall  thereafter  in  like  manner  keep  itself  informed  of  all  extensions  and  im- 
provements or  other  changes  in  the  condition  and  value  of  the  property  of 
all  common  carriers,  and  shall  ascertain  the  value  thereof,  and  shall  from 
time  to  time,  revise  and  correct  its  valuations,  showing  such  revision  and  cor- 
rection classified  and  as  a  whole  and  separately  in  each  of  the  several  States 
and  Territories  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  which  valuations,  both  original 
and  corrected,  shall  be  tentative  valuations  and  shall  be  reported  to  Con- 
gress at  the  beginning  of  each  regular  session. 

To  enable  the  Commission  to  make  such  changes  and  corrections  in  its 
valuations  of  each  class  of  property,  every  coomion  carrier  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act  shall  make  such  reports  and  furnish  such  information  as 
the  Commission  may  require. 

Whenever  the  Conmiission  shall  have  completed  the  tentative  valuation 
of  the  property  of  any  common  carrier,  as  herein  directed,  and  before  such 
valuation  shall  become  final,  the  Commission  shall  give  notice  by  registered 
letter  to  the  said  carrier,  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States,  the 
governor  of  any  State  in  which  the  property  so  valued  is  located,  and  to  such 
additional  parties  as  the  Commission  may  prescribe,  stating  the  valuation 
placed  upon  the  several  classes  of  property  of  said  carrier,  and  shall  allow 
thirty  da3rs  in  which  to  file  a  protest  of  the  same  with  the  Commission.  If 
no  protest  is  filed  within  thirty  days,  said  valuation  shall  become  final  as  of 
the  date  thereof. 

If  notice  of  protest  is  filed  the  Commission  shall  fix  a  time  for  hearing  the 
same,  and  shall  proceed  as  promptly  as  may  be  to  hear  and  consider  any 
matter  relative  and  material  thereto  which  may  be  presented  in  support  of 
any  such  protest  so  filed  as  aforesaid.  If  after  hearing  any  protest  of  such 
tentative  valuation  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  the  Commission  shall  be 
of  the  opinion  that  its  valuation  should  not  become  final,  it  shall  make  such 
changes  as  may  be  necessary,  and  shall  issue  an  order  making  such  corrected 
tentative  valuation  final  as  of  the  date  thereof.  All  final  valuations  by  the 
Commission  and  the  classification  thereof  shall  be  published  and  shall  be 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  property  in  all  proceedings  under 
the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  as  of  the  date  of  the  fixing  thereof,  and  in  all 
judicial  proceedings  for  the  enforcement  of  the  Act  approved  February  fourth, 
eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  commonly  known  as  "the  Act  to  regulate 
commerce,"  and  the  various  Acts  amendatory  thereof,  and  in  all  judicial 
proceedings  brought  to  enjoin,  set  aside,  annul,  or  suspend,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  any  order  of  the  Interstate  Conmierce  Commission. 

If  upon  the  trial  of  any  action  involving  a  final  value  fixed  by  the  Com- 
mission, evidence  shall  be  introduced  regarding  such  value  which  is  found 
by  the  court  to  be  different  from  that  offered  upon  the  hearing  before  the 
Commission,  or  additional  thereto  and  substantially  affecting  said  value,, 
the  court,  before  proceeding  to  render  judgment  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  such 
evidence  to  the  Commission,  and  shall  stay  further  proceedings  in  said  action 
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for  such  time  as  the  court  shall  determine  from  the  date  of  such  tranflmis- 
sion.  Upon  the  receipt  of  such  evidence  the  Commission  shall  consider  the 
same  and  may  fix  a  final  value  different  from  the  one  fixed  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  may  alter,  modify,  amend  or  rescind  any  order  which  it  has  made 
involving  said  final  value,  and  shall  report  its  action  thereon  to  said  court 
within  the  time  fixed  by  the  court.  If  the  Commission  shall  alter,  modify, 
or  amend  its  order,  such  altered,  modified,  or  amended  order  shall  take  the 
place  of  the  original  order  complained  of  and  judgment  shall  be  rendered 
thereon  as  though  made  by  the  Commission  in  the  first  instance.  If  the 
original  order  shall  not  be  rescinded  or  changed  by  the  Commission,  judg- 
ment shall  be  rendered  upon  such  original  order. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  recdvers  of  carriers  and  operat- 
ing trustees.  In  case  of  failure  or  refusal  on  the  part  of  any  earner,  receiver, 
or  trustee  to  comply  with  all  the  requirements  of  this  section  and  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  Commission  such  carrier,  receiver,  or  trustee  shall  for- 
feit to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  for  eadi  such  of- 
fense and  for  each  and  every  day  of  the  continuance  of  such  offense,  such 
forfeitures  to  be  recoverable  in  the  same  manner  as  other  forfeitures  provided 
for  in  section  sixteen  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce. 

That  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States  shall  have  jurisdiction,  upon 
the  application  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  at  the  request 
of  the  Commission,  alleging  a  failure  to  comply  with  or  a  violation  of  any 
of  the  provisions  of  this  section  by  any  common  carrio*,  to  issue  a  writ  or 
writs  of  mandamus  commanding  such  conunon  carri^  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

It  shall  be  the  duty  of  every  common  carrier  by  railroad  whose  property 
is  being  valued  under  the  Act  of  March  first,  nineteen  hundred  and  thirteen, 
to  transport  the  engineers,  field  parties,  and  other  employees  of  the  United 
States  who  are  actually  engaged  in  making  surveys  and  other  examination 
of  the  physical  property  of  said  carrier  necessary  to  execute  said  Act  from 
point  to  point  on  said  railroad  as  may  be  reasonably  required  by  them  in  the 
actual  discharge  of  their  duties;  and,  also,  to  move  from  point  to  point  and 
store  at  such  points  as  may  be  reasonably  required  the  cars  of  the  United 
States  which  are  being  used  to  bouse  and  maintain  said  employees;  and,  also, 
to  carry  the  supplies  necessary  to  maintain  said  employees  and  the  other 
property  of  the  United  States  actually  used  on  said  railroad  in  said  work 
of  valuation.  The  service  above  required  shall  be  regarded  as  a  special  service 
and  shall  be  rendered  under  such  forms  and  regulations  and  for  such  reaaon- 
able  compensation  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Interstate  Conmierce  Com- 
mission and  as  will  insure  an  accurate  record  and  account  of  the  service  ren- 
dered by  the  railroad,  and  such  evidence  of  transportation,  bills  of  lading, 
and  so  forth,  shall  be  furnished  to  the  Commission  as  may  from  time  to  time 
be  required  by  the  Commission. 

§  20.  Reports  and  accounts  of  carriers. 

[See  generally  Chapters  VIII  and  XX,  supra,] 

Sec.  20.  (As  amended  June  29, 1906 ,  F^birwsry  fSS,  1909,  and  June  18, 1910.) 
That  the  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  to  require  (tnnual  reports  from  all 

[1104] 


Appendix  A 

common  camera  subject  to  the  provisionB  oi  this  Act,  and  from  the  owners  of 
all  railroads  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  as  defined  in  this  Act,  to  pre- 
scribe the  manner  in  which  such  reports  shall  be  made,  and  to  require  from 
such  carriers  specific  answers  to  all  questions  upon  which  the  Commission 
may  need  information.  Such  annual  reports  shall  show  in  detail  the  amount 
of  capital  stock  issued,  the  amounts  paid  therefor,  and  the  manner  of  pay- 
ment for  the  same;  the  dividends  paid,  the  surplus  fund,  if  any,  and  the  num- 
ber of  stockholders;  the  funded  and  floating  debts  and  the  interest  paid  thereon; 
the  cost  and  value  of  the  carrier's  property,  franchises,  and  equipments;  the 
number  of  employees  and  the  salaries  paid  each  class;  the  amounts  expended 
for  improvements  each  year,  how  expended,  and  the  character  of  such  im- 
provements; the  earnings  and  receipts  from  each  branch  of  business  and 
from  all  sources;  the  operating  and  other  expenses;  the  balances  of  profit  and 
loss;  and  a  complete  exhibit  of  the  financial  operations  of  the  carrier  each 
year,  including  an  annual  balance  sheet.  Such  reports  shall  also  contain 
such  information  in  relation  to  rates  or  regulations  concerning  fares  or  freights, 
or  agreements,  arrangements,  or  contracts  affecting  the  same  as  the  Com- 
mission may  require;  and  the  Commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  it  the  better  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  prescribe 
a  period  of  time  within  which  all  common  carriers  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  shall  have,  as  near  as  may  be,  a  uniform  83rstem  of  accounts,  and 
the  manner  in  which  such  accounts  shall  be  kept. 

Said  detailed  reports  shall  contain  aU  the  required  statistics  for  the  period 
of  twelve  months  ending  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  June  in  each  year,  or  on  the 
thirty-first  day  of  December  in  each  year  if  the  Commission  by  order  substitute 
that  period  for  the  year  ending  June  thirtieth,  and  shall  be  made  out  under 
oath  and  filed  with  the  Commission  at  its  office  in  Washington  within  three 
months  after  the  close  of  the  year  for  which  the  report  is  made,  unless  addi- 
tional time  be  granted  in  any  case  by  the  Commission;  and  if  any  carrier, 
person,  or  corporation  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  fail  to  make 
and  file  said  annual  reports  within  the  time  above  specified,  or  within  the  time 
extended  by  the  Commission,  for  making  and  filing  the  same,  or  shall  fail 
to  make  specific  answer  to  any  question  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  this 
section  within  thirty  days  from  the  time  it  is  lawfully  required  so  to  do,  such 
party  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars  for  each 
and  every  day  it  shall  continue  to  be  in  default  with  respect  thereto.  The 
Commission  shall  also  have  authority  by  general  or  special  orders  to  require 
said  carriers,  or  any  of  them,  to  file  monthly  reports  of  earnings  and  expenses, 
and  to  file  periodical  or  special,  or  both  periodical  and  special,  reports  con- 
cerning any  matters  about  which  the  Commission  is  authorized  or  required 
by  this  or  any  other  law  to  inquire  or  to  keep  itself  informed  or  which  it  is 
required  to  enforce;  and  such  periodical  or  special  reports  shall  be  under  oath 
whenever  the  Commission  so  requires;  and  if  any  such  carrier  shall  fail  to 
make  and  file  any  such  periodical  or  special  report  within  the  time  fixed 
by  the  Commission,  it  shall  be  subject  to  the  forfeitures  last  above  pro- 
vided. 

Said  forfeitures  shall  be  recovered  in  the  manner  provided  for  the  recovery 
of  forfeitures  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
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The  oath  required  by  this  section  may  be  taken  before  any  p&Bon  author- 
ized to  administer  an  oath  by  the  laws  oi  the  State  in  which  the  same  is 
taken. 

The  Commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  prescribe  the  forms  of  any  and  all 
accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  to  be  kept  by  carriers  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act,  including  the  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  of  the 
movement  of  traffic  as  well  as  the  receipts  and  expenditures  of  moneys.  Tbe 
Commission  shall  at  all  times  have  access  to  all  accounts,  records,  and  meok- 
oranda  kept  by  carriers  subject  to  this  Act,  and  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  such 
carriers  to  keep  any  other  accounts,  records,  or  memoranda  than  those  pre- 
scribed or  approved  by  the  Commission,  and  it  may  employ  special  agents 
or  examiners,  who  shall  have  authority  under  the  order  of  the  CommisBioD 
to  inspect  and  examine  any  and  all  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  kept 
by  such  carriers.  This  provision  shall  apply  to  receivers  of  carriers  and  op- 
erating trustees. 

In  case  of  fulure  or  refusal  on  the  part  of  any  such  carrier,  reoaver,  or 
trustee  to  keep  such  accounts,  records,  and  memoranda  on  the  books  and  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Commission,  or  to  submit  such  accounts,  rec- 
ords, and  memoranda  as  are  kept  to  the  inspection  of  the  Comnussion  or 
any  of  its  authorized  agents  or  examiners,  such  carrier,  recdver,  or  trustee 
shaU  forfeit  to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  for  eadi 
such  offense  and  for  each  and  every  day  of  the  continuance  of  such  offense^ 
such  forfeitures  to  be  recoverable  in  the  same  manner  as  other  forfeitures 
provided  for  in  this  Act. 

Any  person  who  shall  willfully  make  any  false  entry  in  the  accounts  of  any 
book  of  accounts  or  in  any  record  or  memoranda  k^t  by  a  carrier,  or  who 
shall  willfully  destroy,  mutilate,  alter,  or  by  any  other  means  or  device  falsify 
the  record  of  any  such  account,  record,  or  memoranda,  or  who  shall  willfully 
neglect  or  fail  to  make  full,  true,  and  correct  entries  in  such  accounts,  records, 
or  memoranda  of  all  facts  and  transactions  appertaining  to  the  carrier's  busi- 
ness, or  shall  keep  any  other  accounts,  records,  or  memoranda  than  Uiose 
prescribed  or  approved  by  the  Commission,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and  shall  be  subject,  upon  conviction  in  any  court  of  the  United 
States  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  a  fine  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  dollars 
nor  more  than  five  thousand  dollars  or  imprisonment  for  a  term  not  less  than 
one  year  nor  more  than  three  years,  or  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment: 
Provided,  That  the  Conmiission  may  in  its  discretion  issue  orders  specif3riiig 
such  operating,  accounting,  or  financial  papers,  records,  books,  blanks,  tickets, 
stubs,  or  documents  of  carriers  which  may,  after  a  reasonable  time,  be  de- 
stroyed, and  prescribing  the  length  of  time  such  books,  papers,  or  documents 
shall  be  preserved. 

Any  examiner  who  divulges  any  fact  or  information  which  may  come  to 
his  knowledge  during  the  course  of  such  examination,  except  in  so  far  as  he 
may  be  directed  by  the  Commission  or  by  a  court  or  judge  thereof,  diaU 
be  subject,  upon  conviction  in  any  court  of  the  United  States  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  to  a  fine  of  not  more  than  five  thousand  dollars  or  imj^isonment 
for  a  term  not  exceeding  two  years,  or  both. 

That  the  circuit  and  district  courts  of  the  United  States  shaU  have  juris- 
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diction,  upon  the  application  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States 
at  the  request  of  the  Commission,  alleging  a  failure  to  comply  with  or 
a  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  said  Act  to  regulate  commerce 
or  of  any  Act  supplementary  thereto  or  amendatory  thereof  by  any 
common  carrier,  to  issue  a  writ  or  writs  of  mandamus  commanding 
such  common  carrier,  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  said  Acts,  or  any  of 
them. 

And  to  carry  out  and  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  said  Acts,  or  any  of 
them,  the  Commission  is  hereby  authorised  to  employ  special  agents  or  ex- 
aminers who  shall  have  power  to  administer  oaths,  examine  witnesses,  and 
receive  evidence. 

That  any  common  carrier,  railroad,  or  transportation  company  receiving 
property  for  transportation  from  a  point  in  one  State  to  a  point  in  another 
State  shall  issue  a  receipt  or  bill  of  lading  therefor  and  shall  be  liable  to  the 
lawful  holder  thereof  for  any  loss,  damage,  or  injury  to  such  property  caused 
by  it  or  by  any  common  carrier,  railroad,  or  transportation  company  to  ^diich 
such  property  may  be  delivered  or  over  whose  line  or  lines  such  property  may 
pass,  and  no  contract,  receipt,  rule,  or  regulation  shall  exempt  such  common 
carrier,  railroad,  or  transportation  company  from  the  liability  hereby  imposed : 
Provided^  That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  deprive  any  holder  of  such  receipt 
or  bill  of  lading  of  any  remedy  or  right  of  action  which  he  has  under  existing 
law. 

That  the  common  carrier,  railroad,  or  transportation  company  issuing  such 
receipt  or  bill  of  lading  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  from  the  common  carrier, 
railroad,  or  transportation  company  on  whose  line  the  loss,  damage,  or  injury 
shall  have  been  sustained  the  amount  of  such  loss,  damage,  or  injury  as  it  may 
be  required  to  pay  to  the  owners  of  such  property,  as  may  be  evidenced  by 
any  receipt,  judgment,  or  transcript  thereof. 

No  suit  brought  in  any  State  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  against  a 
railroad  company,  or  other  corporation,  or  person,  engaged  in  and  carrying 
on  the  business  of  a  common  carrier,  to  recover  damages  for  delay,  loss  of, 
or  injury  to  property  received  for  transportation  by  such  common  carrier 
under  section  twenty  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  approved  February 
fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  as  amended  June  twenty-ninth, 
nineteen  hundred  and  six,  April  thirteenth,  nineteen  hundred  and  eight, 
February  twenty-fifth,  nineteen  hundred  and  nine,  and  June  eighteenth, 
m'neteen  hundred  and  ten,  shall  be  removed  to  any  court  of  the  United  States 
where  the  matter  in  controversy  does  not  exceed,  exclusive  of  interest  and 
costs,  the  sum  or  value  of  $3,000. 

§  21.  Annual  reports  of  the  commission. 

[See  generally  Chapters  II  and  XXI,  supra.] 

Sec.  21.  (A«  amended  March  2^  1889.)  That  the  Commission  shall,  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  December  in  each  year,  make  a  report,  which  shall  be 
transmitted  to  Congress,  and  copies  of  which  shall  be  distributed  as  are  the 
other  reports  transmitted  to  Congress.  This  report  shall  contain  such  in- 
formation and  data  collected  by  the  Commission  as  may  be  considered  of 
value  in  the  determination  of  questions  connected  with  the  regulation  of  com- 
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merce,  together  with  such  reoommeDdations  as  to  additional  legislation 
lating  thereto  as  the  Commission  may  deem  neceflsary;  and  the  names  and 
compensation  of  the  persons  employed  by  said  Commission. 

§  S2.  Carriage  free  or  at  reduced  rates. 

[See  generally  Chi^iters  XIII  and  XIV,  supra.] 

Sec.  22.  {As  amended  March  2, 1889,  and  February  8, 1896.)  [Sm  sscHon  /, 
6th  par.]  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  prevent  the  carriage,  storage,  or 
handling  of  property  free  or  at  reduced  rates  for  the  United  States,  State, 
or  municipal  governments,  or  for  charitable  purposes,  or  to  or  from  fairs  and 
expositions  for  exhibition  thereat,  or  the  free  carriage  of  destitute  and  home- 
less persons  transported  by  charitable  societies,  and  the  necessary  agents 
employed  in  such  transportation,  or  the  issuance  of  mOeage,  excursion,  or 
commutation  passenger  tickets;  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to 
prohibit  any  common  carrier  from  giving  reduced  rates  to  ministere  <tf  reli- 
gion, or  to  municipal  governments  for  the  transportation  of  indigent  persons, 
or  to  inmates  of  the  National  Homes  or  State  Homes  for  Disabled  Volunteer 
Soldiers,  and  of  Soldiers'  and  Sailors'  Orphan  Homes,  including  those  about 
to  enter  and  those  returning  home  after  discharge,  under  arrangements  with 
the  boards  of  managers  of  said  homes;  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  prevent  railroads  from  giving  free  carriage  to  their  own  officers  and  em- 
ployees, or  to  prevent  the  principal  officers  of  any  railroad  company  or  com- 
panies from  exchanging  passes  or  tickets  with  other  railroad  companies  for 
their  officers  and  employees;  and  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  in  any 
way  abridge  or  alter  the  remedies  now  existing  at  common  law  or  by  statute, 
but  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  in  addition  to  such  remedies:  Provided^ 
That  no  pending  litigation  shall  in  any  way  be  affected  by  this  Act:  Provided 
further  J  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  prevent  the  issuance  of  joint  inter- 
changeable five*thousand-mile  tickets,  with  special  privileges  as  to  the  amount 
of  free  baggage  that  may  be  carried  under  mileage  tickets  of  one  thousand  or 
more  miles.  But  before  any  common  carrier,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  shall  issue  any  such  joint  interchangeable  mileage  tickets  with  spe- 
cial privileges,  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  file  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission copies  of  the  joint  tariffs  of  rates,  fares,  or  charges  on  which  such 
joint  interchangeable  mileage  tickets  are  to  be  based,  together  with  specifica- 
tions of  the  amount  of  free  baggage  permitted  to  be  carried  under  such  tickets, 
in  the  same  manner  as  common  carriers  are  required  to  do  with  regard  to 
other  joint  rates  by  section  six  of  this  Act;  and  all  the  provisions  of  said  sec- 
tion six  relating  to  joint  rates,  fares,  and  charges  shall  be  observed  by  said 
common  carriers  and  enforced  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  an 
fully  with  regard  to  such  joint  interchangeable  mileage  tickets  as  with  regard 
to  other  joint  rates,  fares,  and  charges  referred  to  in  said  section  six.  It  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  that  has  issued  or  authorised  to  be  issued 
any  such  joint  interchangeable  mileage  tickets  to  demand,  collect,  or  re- 
ceive from  any  person  or  persons  a  greater  or  less  compensation  for  transporter 
tion  of  persons  or  baggage  imder  such  joint  interchangeable  mileage  ticketa 
than  that  required  by  the  rate,  fare,  or  charge  specified  in  the  copies  of  the 
joint  tariff  of  rates,  fares,  or  charges  filed  with  the  Commission  in  force  at  tiie 
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time.   The  provisions  of  section  ten  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to  any  violation  of 
the  requirements  of  this  proviso. 

§  28.  Jurisdiction  of  the  courts. 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXIII  and  XXIV,  supra.] 

Sec.  23.  (Added  March  2,  1889.)  That  the  circuit  and  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  shall  have  jurisdiction  upon  the  relation  of  any  person  or 
persons,  firm,  or  corporation,  alleging  such  violation  by  a  common  carrier, 
of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  which  this  is  a  supplement  and  all  Acts 
amendatory  thereof,  as  prevents  the  relator  from  having  interstate  traffic 
moved  by  said  common  carrier  at  the  same  rates  as  are  charged,  or  upon 
terms  or  conditions  as  favorable  as  those  given  by  said  common  carrier  for 
like  traffic  under  similar  conditions  to  any  other  shipper,  to  issue  a  writ  or 
writs  of  mandamus  against  said  common  carrier,  commanding  such  common 
carrier  to  move  and  transport  the  traffic,  or  to  furnish  cars  or  other  facilities 
for  transportation  for  the  party  applying  for  the  writ:  Provided^*  That  if  any 
question  of  fact  as  to  the  proper  compensation  to  the  common  carrier  for 
the  service  to  be  enforced  by  the  writ  is  raised  by  the  pleadings,  the  writ  of 
peremptory  mandamus  may  issue,  notwithstanding  such  question  of  fact  is 
undetermined,  upon  such  terms  as  to  security,  payment  of  money  into  the 
court,  or  otherwise,  as  the  court  may  think  proper,  pending  the  determina- 
tion of  the  question  of  fact:  Pravided,  That  the  remedy  hereby  given  by  writ 
of  mandamus  shall  be  cumiilative,  and  shall  not  be  held  to  exclude  or  inter- 
fere with  other  remedies  provided  by  this  Act  or  the  Act  to  which  it  is  a  sup- 
plement. 

§  24.  General  powers  of  the  commission. 

[See  generally  Chapters  II  and  XXI,  supra.] 

Sec.  24.  (Added  June  29,  1906.)  That  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion is  hereby  enlarged  so  as  to  consist  of  seven  members  with  terms  of  seven 
years,  and  each  shall  receive  ten  thousand  dollars  compensation  annually. 
The  qualifications  of  the  Commissioners  and  the  manner  of  the  payment  of 
their  salaries  shall  be  as  already  provided  by  law.  Such  enlargement  of  the 
Commission  shall  be  accomplished  through  appointment  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  of  two  additional  Interstate 
Commerce  Commissioners,  one  for  a  term  expiring  December  thirty-first, 
nineteen  hundred  and  eleven,  one  for  a  term  expiring  December  thirty-first, 
nineteen  hundred  and  twelve.  The  terms  of  the  present  Commissioners,  or 
of  any  successor  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  caused  by  the  death  or  resigna- 
tion of  any  of  the  present  Commissioners,  shall  expire  as  heretofore  provided 
l>y  law.  Their  successors  and  the  successors  of  the  additional  Commissioners 
herein  provided  for  shall  be  appointed  for  the  full  terms  of  seven  years,  except 
that  any  person  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  shall  be  appointed  only  for  the 
unexpired  term  of  the  Commissioner  whom  he  shall  succeed.  Not  more  than 
four  Commissioners  shall  be  appointed  from  the  same  political  party. 

(AdtlUional  provisions  in  Act  of  June  29, 1906.)  (Sec.  9.)  That  all  existing 
laws  reLiting  to  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  evidence 
and  the  compelling  of  testimony  under  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  and  aU 
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Acte  ameDdatory  thereof  shall  apply  to  any  and  aD  proeeedingi  and 
under  this  Act. 

(Sec.  10.)  That  all  laws  and  parts  of  laws  in  conflict  with  the 
of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed;  but  the  amendments  herein  provided  for 
not  affect  causes  now  pending  in  courts  of  the  United  States,  but  such 
shall  be  prosecuted  to  a  conclusion  in  the  manner  heretofore  provided  by 
law. 

(Sec.  11.)  That  this  Act  shafl  take  effect  and  be  in  force  from  and  after 

its  passage. 

Joint  resohition  of  June  30,  1906,  provides:  "That  the  Act  entitled  'An 
Act  to  amend  an  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  regulate  Conuneroe,"  approved 
February  4,  1887,  and  all  Acts  amendatcny  thereof,  and  to  enlaise  the  powers 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  CommisBion,'  shaD  take  effect  and  be  in  force 
sixty  days  after  its  i^>proyal  by  the  President  of  the  United  States.' 


»f 


§  24a.  Service  of  process  in  Washington. 

{Addilional  pronsions  in  Act  of  June  18,  1910,)  (Sec.  6,  par.  2.)  It  diall 
be  the  duty  of  every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
within  sixty  days  after  the  taking  effect  of  this  Act,  to  designate  in  writing 
an  agent  in  the  city  of  Washington,  District  of  Columbia,  upon  whom  service 
of  all  notices  and  processes  may  be  made  for  and  on  bdialf  of  said  oommoo 
carrier  in  any  proceeding  or  suit  pending  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission or  before  said  Commerce  Courts  and  to  file  such  designation  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  the  Interstate  Conunerce  Commission,  which  designa- 
tion may  from  time  to  time  be  changed  by  like  writing  aimiiariy  filed;  and 
thereupon  service  of  all  notices  and  processes  may  be  made  upon  such  com- 
mon carrier  by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  with  such  designated  agent  at  his  office 
or  usual  place  of  residence  in  the  city  of  Washington,  with  like  effect  as  if 
made  personally  upon  such  common  carrier,  and  in  default  of  such  designation 
of  such  agent,  service  of  any  notice  or  other  process  in  any  proceeding  before 
said  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  or  Commerce  Court  may  be  made 
by  posting  such  notice  or  process  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  dJommission. 

(Sec.  15.)  That  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  undo  or  impair  any 
proceedings  heretofore  taken  by  or  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission or  any  of  the  acts  of  said  Commission;  and  in  any  cases,  proceedings, 
or  matters  now  pending  before  it,  the  Commission  may  exercise  any  of  the 
powers  hereby  conferred  upon  it,  as  would  be  proper  in  cases,  proceedinga,  or 
matters  hereafter  initiated  and  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  operate  to 
release  or  affect  any  obligation,  liability,  penalty,  or  forfeiture  heretofore 
existing  against  or  incurred  by  any  person,  corporation,  or  association. 

(Sec.  18.)  That  this  Act  shall  take  effect  and  be  in  force  from  and  after 
the  expiration  of  sixty  days  after  its  passage,  except  as  to  sections  twelve  and 
sixteen,  which  sections  shall  take  effect  and  be  in  force  immediately. 


[1110] 


APPENDIX  B 

DISTRICT  COURT  JURISDICTION  ACT 
[See  generally  Chapters  II  and  XXIV,  supra] 

§  1.  Repeal  of  Commerce  Court  Act 

The  Commerce  Court,  created  and  established  by  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  create  a  Commerce  Court  and  to  amend  the  Act  entitled  'An  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,'  approved  February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty- 
seven,  as  heretofore  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,"  approved  June  eight- 
eenth, nineteen  hundred  and  ten,  is  abolished  from  and  after  December 
thirty-first,  nineteen  hundred  and  thirteen,  and  the  jurisdiction  vested  in 
said  CoDunerce  Court  by  said  Act  is  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  several 
district  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  the  establishment  of  the  Commerce  Court  are  repealed.  Noth- 
ing herein  contained  shall  be  deemed  to  afifect  the  tenure  of  any  of  the  judges 
now  acting  as  circuit  judges  by  appointment  under  the  terms  of  said  Act, 
but  such  judges  shall  continue  to  act  under  assignment,  as  in  the  said  Act 
provided,  as  judges  of  the  district  coiuls  and  circuit  coiuls  of  appeals;  and 
in  the  event  of  and  on  the  death,  resignation,  or  removal  from  office  of  any  of 
such  judges,  his  office  is  hereby  abolished  and  no  successor  to  him  shall  be 
appointed. 

The  venue  of  any  suit  hereafter  brought  to  enforce,  suspend,  or  set  aside, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  shall 
be  in  the  judicial  district  wherdn  is  the  residence  of  the  party  or  any  of  the 
parties  upon  whose  petition  the  order  was  made,  except  that  where  the  order 
does  not  relate  to  transportation  or  is  not  made  upon  the  petition  of  any  party 
the  venue  shall  be  in  the  district  where  the  matter  complained  of  in  the  petition 
before  the  Commission  arises,  and  except  that  where  the  order  does  not  relate 
either  to  transportation  or  to  a  matter  so  complained  of  before  the  Commis- 
sion the  matter  covered  by  the  order  shall  be  deemed  to  arise  in  the  district 
where  one  of  the  petitioners  in  court  has  either  its  principal  office  or  its  prin- 
cipal operating  office.  In  case  such  transportation  relates  to  a  through  ship- 
ment the  term  "destination"  shall  be  construed  as  meaning  final  destination 
of  such  shipment. 

§  2.  Procedure  in  district  courts. 

The  procedure  in  the  district  courts  in  respect  to  cases  of  which  jurisdic- 
tion is  conferred  upon  them  by  this  Act  shall  be  the  same  as  that  heretofore 
prevailing  in  the  Commerce  Coivt.  The  orders,  writs,  and  processes  of  the 
district  courts  may  in  these  cases  run,  be  served,  and  be  returnable  anywhere 
in  the  United  States;  and  the  right  of  i4;)peal  from  the  district  courts  in  such 
cases  shall  be  the  same  as  the  right  of  appeal  heretofore  prevailing  under 
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existing  law  from  the  Commeroe  Court.    No  interlocutory  injunction  suspend- 
ing or  restraining  the  enforcement,  operation,  or  execution  of,  or  setting  aside» 
in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order  made  or  entered  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  shall  be  issued  or  granted  by  any  district  court  of  the  United 
States,  or  by  any  judge  thereof,  or  by  any  circuit  judge  acting  as  district 
judge,  unless  the  application  for  the  same  shall  be  presented  to  a  circuit  or 
district  judge,  and  shall  be  heard  and  determined  by  three  judges,  of  whom  at 
least  one  shall  be  a  circuit  judge,  and  unless  a  majority  of  said  three  judges 
shall  concur  in  granting  such  application.    When  such  application  as  afore- 
said is  presented  to  a  judge,  he  shall  immediately  call  to  h»  assistance  to  hear 
and  determine  the  application  two  other  judges.    Said  application  shall  not 
be  heard  or  determined  before  at  least  five  days'  notice  of  the  hearing  has  been 
given  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  to  the  Attorney  Genotd  of 
the  United  States,  and  to  such  other  persons  as  may  be  defendants  in  the  suit: 
Providedf  That  in  cases  where  irreparable  damage  would  otherwise  ensue  to 
the  petitioner,  a  majority  of  said  three  judges  concurring,  may,  on  hearing, 
after  not  less  than  three  days'  notice  to  the  Interstate  Commeroe  Commission 
and  the  Attorney  General,  allow  a  temporary  stay  or  suspension,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  of  the  operation  of  the  order  of  the  Interstate  Commeroe  Com- 
mission for  not  more  than  sixty  days  from  the  date  of  the  order  of  said  judges 
pending  the  application  for  the  order  or  injunction,  in  which  case  the  said 
order  shall  contain  a  specific  finding,  based  upon  evidence  submitted  to  the 
judges  making  the  order  and  identified  by  reference  thereto,  that  such  irrep- 
arable damage  would  result  to  the  petitions  and  specifying  the  nature  of 
the  damage.    The  said  judges  may,  at  the  time  of  hearing  such  application, 
upon  a  like  finding,  continue  the  temporary  stay  or  suspension  in  whole  or 
in  part  until  decision  upon  the  application.    The  hearing  upon  such  apphca- 
tion  for  an  interlocutory  injunction  shall  be  given  precedence  and  shall  be  in 
£very  way  expedited  and  be  assigned  for  a  hearing  at  the  earliest  practicable 
day  after  the  expiration  of  the  notice  hereinbefore  provided  for.    An  appeal 
may  be  taken  direct  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  from  the  order 
grantmg  or  denjring,  after  notice  and  hearing,  an  interlocutory  injunction,  in 
such  case  if  such  appeal  be  taken  within  thirty  days  after  the  order,  in  respect 
to  which  complaint  is  made,  is  granted  or  refused;  and  upon  the  final  bearing 
of  any  suit  brought  to  suspend  or  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  order  q( 
said  Commission  the  same  requirement  as  to  judges  and  the  same  procedure 
as  to  expedition  and  appeal  shall  apply.    A  final  judgment  or  decree  of  the 
district  court  may  be  reviewed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
if  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  be  taken  by  an  aggrieved  party  within  sixty 
days  after  the  entry  of  such  final  judgment  or  decree,  and  such  appeals  may 
be  taken  in  like  manner  as  appeals  are  taken  under  existing  law  in  equity 
cases.    And  in  such  case  the  notice  required  shall  be  served  upon  the  defoid- 
ants  in  the  case  and  upon  the  Attorney  Gen«*al  of  the  State.   All  cases  pending 
in  the  Commerce  Court  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed 
pending  in  and  be  transferred  forthwith  to  said  district  courts  exc^t  cases 
which  may  previously  have  been  submitted  to  that  court  for  final  decree  and 
the  latter  to  be  transferred  to  the  district  courts  if  not  decided  by  the  Com- 
merce Court  before  December  first,  nineteen  hundred  and  thirteen,  and  all 
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casee  wherein  injunctionfl  or  other  orders  or  decrees,  mandatory  or  otherwise, 
have  been  directed  or  entered  prior  to  the  abolition  of  the  said  court  shall  be 
transferred  forthwith  to  said  district  courts,  which  shall  have  jimsdiction 
to  proceed  therewith  and  to  enforce  said  injunctions,  orders,  or  decrees.  Each 
of  said  cases  and  all  the  records,  papers,  and  proceedings  shall  be  transferred 
to  the  district  court  wherein  it  might  have  been  filed  at  the  time  it  was  filed 
in  the  Commerce  Court  if  this  Act  had  then  been  in  effect;  and  if  it  might 
have  been  filed  in  any  one  of  two  or  more  district  courts  it  shall  be  transferred 
to  that  one  of  said  district  courts  which  may  be  designated  by  the  petitioner 
or  petitioners  in  said  case,  or,  upon  failure  of  said  petitioners  to  act  in  the 
premises  within  thirty  days  after  the  passage  of  this  Act,  to  such  one  of  said 
district  courts  as  may  be  designated  by  the  judges  of  the  Commerce  Court. 
The  judges  of  the  Commerce  Court  shall  have  authority,  and  are  hereby  di- 
rected, to  make  any  and  all  orders  and  to  take  any  other  action  necessary  to 
transfer  as  aforesaid  the  cases  and  all  the  records,  papers,  and  proceedings 
then  pending  in  the  Commerce  Court  to  said  district  courts.  All  administra- 
tive books,. dockets,  files,  and  all  papers  of  the  Commerce  Coiu*t  not  transferred 
as  part  of  the  record  of  any  particular  case  shall  be  lodged  in  the  Department 
of  Justice.  All  furniture,  carpets,  and  other  property  of  the  Commerce  Court 
is  turned  over  to  the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  Attorney  General  is  au- 
thorized to  supply  such  portion  thereof  as  in  his  judgment  may  be  proper  and 
necessary  to  the  United  States  Board  of  Mediation  and  Conciliation. 

Any  case  hereafter  remanded  from  the  Supreme  Court  which,  but  for  the 
passage  of  this  Act,  would  have  been  remanded  to  the  Commerce  Court, 
shall  be  remanded  to  a  district  court,  designated  by  the  Supreme  Coiu*t, 
wherein  it  might  have  been  instituted  at  the  time  it  was  instituted  in  the 
Commerce  Court  if  this  Act  had  then  been  in  effect,  and  thereafter  such  dis- 
trict court  shall  take  all  necessary  and  proper  proceedings  in  such  case  in  ac- 
cordance with  law  and  such  mandate,  order,  or  decree  therein  as  may  be  made 
by  said  Supreme  Court. 

All  laws  or  parts  of  laws  inconsistent  with  the  foregoing  provisions  relating 
to  the  Commerce  Court,  are  repealed. 

Public,  No.  32  approved  October  22, 1913. 
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COMPULSORY  TESTIMONY  AND  IMMUNITY  ACTS 
[See  generally  Chapters  XXI  and  XXIII,  supra] 

§  1.  Giving  of  testimony  compulsory. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  Slates 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  no  pereon  shall  be  excused  from  at- 
tending and  testifying  or  from  producing  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts, 
agreements  and  documents  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conmiission, 
or  in  obedience  to  the  subpoena  of  the  Conunission,  whether  such  subpoena 
be  signed  or  issued  by  one  or  more  Commissioners,  or  in  any  cause  or  proceed- 
ing, criminal  or  otherwise,  based  upon  or  growing  out  of  any  alleged  violation 
of  the  Act  of  Congress,  entitled  ''An  Act  to  regulate  commerce,"  approved 
February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  or  of  any  amendment 
thereof  on  the  ground  or  for  the  reason  that  the  testimony  or  evidence,  docu- 
mentary or  otherwise,  required  of  him,  may  tend  to  criminate  him  or  subject 
him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture.  But  no  person  shall  be  prosecuted  or  sub- 
jected to  any  penalty  or  forfeitiure  for  or  on  account  of  any  transaction,  matter 
or  thing,  concerning  which  he  may  testify,  or  produce  evidence,  documentary 
or  otherwise,  before  said  Commission,  or  in  obedience  to  its  subpoena,  or  the 
subpoena  of  either  of  them,  or  in  any  such  case  or  proceeding:  Provided^  That 
no  person  so  testifying  shall  be  exempt  from  prosecution  and  punishment  for 
perjury  committed  in  so  testifying. 

Any  person  who  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  attend  and  testify,  or  to  answer 
any  lawful  inquiry,  or  to  produce  books,  papers,  tariffs,  contracts,  agreements 
and  documents,  if  in  his  power  to  do  so,  in  obedience  to  the  subpoena  or  law- 
ful requirement  of  the  Commission  shall  be  guilty  of  an  offense  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  shall  be  punished 
by  fine  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  five  thousand  dollars, 
or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  one  year  or  by  both  such  fine  and  im- 
prisonment. 

Public,  No.  64,  approved  February  11, 18d3. 

§  2.  Immunity  of  witnesses  provided. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembledf  That  under  the  immunity  provisions  in  the 
Act  entitled  "An  Act  in  relation  to  testimony  before  the  Interstate  Conuneroe 
Commission,"  and  so  forth,  approved  February  eleventh,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety-three,  in  section  six  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  establish  the 
Department  of  Commerce  and  Labor,"  approved  February  fourteenth, 
nineteen  hundred  and  three,  and  in  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  further  regu- 
late commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  States,"  approved  Febru- 
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ary  nineteenth,  nineteen  hundred  and  three,  and  in  the  Act  entitled  ''An 
Act  making  appropriations  for  the  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  expenses 
of  the  Government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  thirtieth,  nineteen  hundred 
and  four,  and  for  other  purposes,"  approved  February  twenty-fifth,  nineteen 
hundred  and  three,  immunity  shall  extend  only  to  a  natural  person  who,  in 
obedience  to  a  subpoena,  gives  testimony  under  oath  or  produces  evidence, 
documentary  or  otherwise,  under  oath. 
Public,  No.  389,  approved  June  30, 1906. 
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ELKINS  ACT 
[See  generally  Chapters  II,  XIII,  XIV  and  XXIV,  supra] 

§  1.  Liabilities  of  carriers  and  their  officers. 

Sec.  1.  (As  amended  June  29 j  1906.)  That  any  thing  done  or  omitted  to 
be  done  by  a  corporation  common  carrier,  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce and  the  Acts  amendatory  thereof,  which,  if  done  or  omitted  to  be  done 
by  any  director  or  oflScer  thereof,  or  any  receiver,  trustee,  lessee,  agent,  or 
person  acting  for  or  employed  by  such  corporation,  would  constitute  a  mis- 
demeanor under  said  Acts  or  under  this  Act,  shall  also  be  held  to  be  a  misde- 
meanor committed  by  such  corporation,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  it  shall 
be  subject  to  hke  penalties  as  are  prescribed  in  said  Acts  or  by  this  Act  with 
reference  to  such  persons,  except  as  such  penalties  are  herein  changed.  The 
willful  failure  upon  the  part  of  any  carrier  subject  to  said  Acts  to  file  and 
publish  the  tariffs  or  rates  and  charges  as  required  by  said  Acts,  or  strictly 
to  observe  such  tariffs  until  changed  according  to  law,  shall  be  a  misdemeanor, 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  the  corporation  offending  shall  be  subject  to  a 
fine  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  dollars  nor  more  than  twenty  thousand 
dollars  for  each  offense;  and  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person,  persons,  or 
corporation  to  offer,  grant,  or  give,  or  to  solicit,  accept,  or  receive  any  rebate, 
concession,  or  discrimination  in  respect  to  the  transportation  of  any  property 
in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  said  Act 
to  regulate  commerce  and  the  Acts  amendatory  thereof  whereby  any  such 
property  shall  by  any  device  whatever  be  transported  at  a  less  rate  than  that 
named  in  the  tariffs  published  and  filed  by  such  carrier,  as  is  required  by  said 
Act  to  regulate  commerce  and  the  Acts  amendatory  thereof,  or  whereby  any 
other  advantage  is  given  or  discrimination  is  practiced.  Every  person  or 
corporation,  whether  carrier  or  shipper,  who  shall,  knowingly,  offer,  grant, 
or  give,  or  solicit,  accept,  or  receive  any  such  rebates,  concession,  or  discrimina- 
tion shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  on  conviction  thereof  shall 
be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  one  thousand  dollars  nor  more  than 
twenty  thousand  dollars:  Provided,  That  any  person,  or  any  office  or  di- 
rector of  any  corporation  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  or  the  Act 
to  regulate  commerce  and  the  Acts  amendatory  thereof,  or  any  receiver, 
trustee,  lessee,  agent,  or  person  acting  for  or  employed  by  any  such  corpora- 
tion, who  shall  be  convicted  as  aforesaid,  shall,  in  addition  to  the  fine  herein 
provided  for,  be  liable  to  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary  for  a  term  of  not 
exceeding  two  years,  or  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment,  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court.  Every  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  prosecuted  in  any  court 
of  the  United  States  having  jurisdiction  of  crimes  within  the  district  in  which 
such  violation  was  committed,  or  through  which  the  transportation  may  have 
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been  conducted;  and  whenever  the  offense  is  begun  in  one  jurisdiction  and 
completed  in  another  it  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  determined, 
and  punished  in  either  jurisdiction  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  offense  had 
been  actually  and  wholly  committed  therein. 

In  construing  and  enforcing  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  act,  omission, 
or  failure  of  any  officer,  agent,  or  other  person  acting  for  or  employed  by  any 
common  carrier,  or  shipper,  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  emplo3rment,  shall 
in  every  case  be  also  deemed  to  be  the  act,  omission,  or  failure  of  such  carrier 
or  shipper  as  well  as  that  of  the  person.  Whenever  any  carrier  files  with  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  or  publishes  a  particular  rate  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  conunerce  or  Acts  amendatory  thereof,  or 
participates  in  any  rates  so  filed  or  published,  that  rate  as  against  such  carrier, 
its  officers  or  agents,  in  any  prosecution  begun  under  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
clusively deemed  to  be  the  legal  rate,  and  any  departure  from  such  rate,  or 
any  offer  to  depart  therefrom,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  offense  under  this 
section  of  this  Act. 

Any  person,  corporation,  or  company  who  shall  deliver  property  for  inter- 
state transportation  to  any  conunon  carrier,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  or  for  whom  as  consignor  or  consignee,  any  such  carrier  shall  transport 
property  from  one  State,  Territory,  or  the  District  of  Columbia  to  any  other 
State,  Territory,  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  foreign  country,  who  shall 
knowingly  by  employee,  agent,  officer,  or  otherwise,  directly  or  indirectly,  by 
or  through  any  means  or  device  whatsoever,  receive  or  accept  from  such 
common  carrier  any  siun  of  money  or  any  other  valuable  consideration  as  a 
rebate  or  offset  against  the  regular  charges  for  transportation  of  such  prop- 
erty, as  fixed  by  the  schedules  of  rates  provided  for  in  this  Act,  shall  in  addi- 
tion to  any  penalty  provided  by  this  Act  forfeit  to  the  United  States  a  siun  of 
money  three  times  the  amount  of  money  so  received  or  accepted  and  three 
times  the  value  of  any  other  consideration  so  received  or  accepted,  to  be  as- 
certained by  the  trial  court;  and  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States 
is  authorized  and  directed,  whenever  he  has  reasonable  grounds  to  believe 
that  any  such  person,  corporation,  or  company  has  knowingly  received  or 
accepted  from  any  such  common  carrier  any  sum  of  money  or  other  valuable 
consideration  as  a  rebate  or  offset  as  aforesaid,  to  institute  in  any  court  of 
the  United  States  of  competent  jurisdiction  a  civil  action  to  collect  the  said 
sum  or  sums  so  forfeited  as  aforesaid;  and  in  the  trial  of  said  action  all  such 
rebates  or  other  considerations  so  received  or  accepted  for  a  period  of  six  years 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  may  be  included  therein,  and  the 
amount  recovered  shall  be  three  times  the  total  amount  of  money,  or  three 
times  the  total  value  of  such  consideration,  so  received  or  accepted,  or  both, 
as  the  case  may  be. 

§  2.  Who  are  parties  in  interest. 

Sec.  2.  That  in  any  proceeding  for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  relating  to  interstate  commerce,  whether  such  proceedings  be  in- 
stituted before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  or  be  begun  originally 
in  any  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  include  as  parties, 
in  addition  to  the  carrier,  all  persons  interested  in  or  affected  by  the  rate,  regu- 
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Li  or  practice  under  ccMiBidecation,  and  inquines,  inTpHtigHtinnH,  orden^ 
and  decrees  may  be  made  with  reference  to  and  against  mxh  additional 
in  the  same  manner,  to  the  same  extent,  and  subject  to  the  same 
are  or  shall  be  authorized  by  law  with  respect  to  carnenL 

§  8.  Injimctive  relief  against  disciiiiiiiuitioii. 

^  Sec.  3.  That  whenever  the  Interstate  Commerce  Gommisnon  shall  have 
reasonable  ground  for  belief  that  any  common  carrier  is  engaged  in  the  car- 
riage of  passengers  or  freight  traffic  between  given  points  at  leas  than  the 
published  rates  on  file,  or  is  committing  any  discriminations  forbidden  by 
law,  a  petition  may  be  presented  alleging  such  facts  to  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  sitting  in  equity  having  jurisdiction;  and  when  the  act  com- 
plained of  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed  or  as  being  committed  in  pari 
in  more  than  one  judicial  district  or  State,  it  may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of, 
tried,  and  determined  in  either  such  judicial  district  or  State,  whereupon  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  court  summarily  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances, 
upon  such  notice  and  in  such  manner  as  the  court  shall  direct  and  without  the 
formal  pleadings  and  proceedings  applicable  to  ordinary  suits  in  equity,  and 
to  make  such  other  persons  or  corporations  parties  thereto  as  the  court  may 
deem  necessary,  and  upon  being  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of 
said  petition  said  court  shall  enforce  an  observance  of  the  published  tanffs  or 
direct  and  require  a  discontinuance  of  such  discrimination  by  proper  orders, 
writs,  and  process,  which  said  orders,  writs,  and  process  may  be  enforceable 
as  well  against  the  parties  interested  in  the  traffic  as  against  the  carrier,  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  appeal  as  now  provided  by  law.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  whenever  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral shall  direct,  either  of  his  own  motion  or  upon  the  request  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  to  institute  and  prosecute  such  proceedings,  and  the 
proceedings  provided  for  by  this  Act  shall  not  preclude  the  bringing  of  suit 
for  the  recovery  of  damages  by  any  party  injured,  or  any  other  action  provided 
by  said  Act  approved  February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven, 
entitled  ''An  Act  to  regulate  commerce"  and  the  Acts  amendatory  thereof. 
And  in  proceedings  under  this  Act  and  the  Acts  to  regulate  commerce  the  said 
courts  shall  have  the  power  to  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  both  upon 
the  part  of  the  carrier  and  the  shipper,  who  shall  be  required  to  answer  on 
all  subjects  relating  directly  or  indirectly  to  the  matter  in  controversy,  and 
to  compel  the  production  of  all  books  and  papers,  both  of  the  carrier  and  the 
shipper,  which  relate  directly  or  indirectly  to  such  transaction;  the  claim  that 
such  testimony  or  evidence  may  tend  to  criminate  the  person  giving  such 
evidence  shall  not  excuse  such  person  from  testifying  or  such  oorporatbn 
producing  its  books  and  papers,  but  no  person  shall  be  prosecuted  or  subjected 
to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  for  or  on  account  of  any  transaction,  matter,  or 
thing  concerning  which  he  may  testify  or  produce  evidence  documentary  or 
otherwise  in  such  proceeding:  Provided^  That  the  provisions  of  an  Act  entitled 
"An  Act  to  expedite  the  hearing  and  determination  of  suits  in  equity  pending 
or  hereafter  brought  under  the  Act  of  July  second,  eighteen  hundred  and 
ninety,  entitled  'An  Act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,'  *An  Act  to  regulate  commerce,'  approved  Febru- 
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ary  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  or  any  other  acts  having  a 
like  purpose  that  may  be  hereafter  enacted,  approved  February  eleventh, 
nineteen  hundred  and  three,''  shall  apply  to  any  case  prosecuted  under  the 
direction  of  the  Attorney  General  in  the  name  of  the  Interstate  Conmierce 
Commission. 

§  4.  Conflicting  laws  thereby  repealed. 

Sec.  4.  That  all  Acts  and  parts  of  Acts  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  but  such  repeal  shall  not  effect  causes  now 
pending  nor  rights  which  have  already  accrued,  but  such  causes  shall  be  pros- 
ecuted to  a  conclusion  and  such  rights  enforced  in  a  manner  heretofore  pro- 
vided by  law  and  as  modified  by  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Public,  No.  103,  approved  February  19, 1003. 
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EXPEDITING  ACT 
[See  generally  Chapters  XXI  and  XXIV,  supra] 

§  1«  Expedition  of  commerce  cases. 

Sec.  1.  (As  amended  June  BSj  1910.)    That  in  any  suit  in  equity  pendini; 
or  hereafter  brought  in  any  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  under  the  Act 
entitled  ''An  Act  to  protect  trade  and  conunerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies,"  approved  July  second,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  "An 
Act  to  regulate  commerce/'  approved  February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred 
and  eighty-seven,  or  any  other  Acts  having  a  like  purpose  that  hereafter 
may  be  enacted,  wherein  the  United  States  is  complainant,  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral may  file  with  the  clerk  of  such  court  a  certificate  that,  in  his  opinion, 
the  case  is  of  general  public  importance,  a  copy  of  which  shall  be  immediately 
furnished  by  such  clerk  to  each  of  the  circuit  judges  of  the  circuit  in  whidi  the 
case  is  pending.    Thereupon  such  case  shall  be  given  precedence  over  others 
and  in  every  way  expedited,  and  be  assigned  for  hearing  at  the  eariiest  prac- 
ticable day,  before  not  less  than  three  of  the  circuit  judges  of  said  court,  if 
there  be  three  or*  more;  and  if  there  be  not  more  than  two  circuit  judges, 
then  before  them  and  such  district  judge  as  they  may  select;  or,  in  case  the 
full  court  shall  not  at  any  time  be  made  up  by  reason  of  the  necessary  absence 
or  disqualification  of  one  or  more  of  the  said  circuit  judges,  the  justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court  assigned  to  that  circuit  or  the  other  circuit  judge  or  judges 
may  designate  a  district  judge  or  judges  within  the  circuit  who  shall  be  oodh 
petent  to  sit  in  said  court  at  the  hearing  of  said  suit.    In  the  event  the  judges 
sitting  in  such  case  shall  be  equally  divided  in  opinion  as  to  the  dociaon  or 
disposition  of  said  cause,  or  in  the  event  that  a  majority  of  said  judges  shall 
be  unable  to  agree  upon  the  judgment,  order,  or  decree  finally  disposing  of 
said  case  in  said  court  which  should  be  entered  in  said  cause,  then  they  shall 
immediately  certify  that  fact  to  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  United  States,  who 
.  shall  at  once  designate  and  appoint  some  circuit  judge  to  sit  with  said  judges 
and  to  assist  in  determining  said  cause.    Such  order  of  the  Chief  Justice  shall 
be  immediately  transmitted  to  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  in  which  said 
cause  is  pending,  and  shall  be  entered  upon  the  minutes  of  said  court. 
Thereupon  said  cause  shall  at  once  be  set  down  for  reargument  and  the  parties 
thereto  notified  in  writing  by  the  clerk  of  said  court  of  the  acticm  of  the  court 
and  the  date  fixed  for  the  reargument  thereof.    The  provisions  of  this  section 
Hhall  apply  to  all  causes  and  proceedings  in  all  courts  now  pending,  or  Jthkii 
may  hereafter  be  brought. 

§  2.  Appeal  to  supreme  court 

Sec.  2.  That  in  every  suit  in  equity  pending  or  hereafter  brou^t  in  any 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  under  any  of  said  Acts,  wherein  the  United 
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States  is  complainant,  including  cases  submitted  but  not  yet  decided,  an 
appeal  from  the  final  decree  of  the  circuit  court  will  lie  only  to  the  Supreme 
Court  and  must  be  taken  within  sixty  days  from  the  entry  thereof:  Provided, 
That  in  any  case  where  an  appeal  may  have  been  taken  from  the  final  decree 
of  a  circuit  court  to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  before  this  Act  takes  effect, 
the  case  shall  proceed  to  a  final  decree  therein,  and  an  appeal  may  be  taken 
from  such  decree  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law. 
Public,  No.  82,  approved  February  11,  1903;  Public,  No.  310,  approved 
June  25, 1910. 
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CLAYTON  ANTITRUST  ACT 
[See  generally  Chapters  VIII  and  XX,  supra] 

§  1.  Unlawful  to  work  monopoly  by  discrimination. 

Sec.  2.  That  it  shaJl  be  unlawful  for  any  person  engaged  in  commeroe, 
in  the  course  of  such  commerce,  eith^  directly  or  indirectly  to  discriminate 
in  price  between  different  purchasers  of  commodities,  which  commodities 
are  sold  for  use,  consumption,  or  resale  within  the  United  States  or  any  Ter- 
ritory thereof  or  the  District  of  Columbia  or  any  insular  possession  or  other 
place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  where  the  effect  of  such  dis- 
crimination may  be  to  substantiaUy  lessen  competition  or  tend  to  create  a 
monopoly  in  any  line  of  commerce:  Provided ^  That  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  prevent  discrimination  in  price  between  purchasers  of  commodities  on 
account  of  differences  in  the  grade,  quality,  or  quantity  of  the  commodity  sold, 
or  that  makes  only  due  allowance  for  difference  in  the  cost  of  selling  or  trans- 
portation, or  discrimination  in  price  in  the  same  or  different  conununities 
made  in  good  faith  to  meet  competition:  And  provided  further^  That  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  prevent  persons  engaged  in  selling  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise  in  commerce  from  selecting  their  own  customers  in  bona  fide 
transactions  and  not  in  restraint  of  trade. 

§  2.  All  preferential  treatment  forbidden. 

Sec.  3.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  engaged  in  commerce,  in 
the  course  of  such  commerce,  to  lease  or  make  a  sale  or  contract  for  sale  of 
goods,  wares,  merehandise,  machinery,  supplies  or  other  conunodities,  whether 
patented  or  unpatented,  for  use,  consumption  or  resale  within  the  United 
States  or  any  Territory  thereof  or  the  District  of  Columbia  or  any  insular 
poflsession  or  other  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  or  fix 
a  price  charged  therefor,  or  discount  from,  or  rebate  upon,  such  price,  on  the 
condition,  agreement  or  understanding  that  the  lessee  or  purchaser  thereof 
shall  not  use  or  deal  in  the  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  machinery,  supplies 
or  other  commodities  of  a  competitor  or  competitors  of  the  lessor  or  seDer, 
where  the  effect  of  such  lease,  sale,  or  contract  for  sale  or  such  condition, 
agreement  or  understanding  may  be  to  substantially  lessen  competition  or 
tend  to  create  a  monopoly  in  any  line  of  commerce. 

§  8.  Acquisitf on  of  stock  of  competitor  forbidden. 

Sec.  7.  That  no  corporation  engaged  in  conmierce  shall  acquire,  directly 
or  indirectly,  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  stock  or  other  share  capital  of  an« 
other  corporation  engaged  also  in  conunerce,  where  the  effect  of  such  acquisi* 
tion  may  be  to  substantially  lessen  competition  between  the  corporation 
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whose  stock  is  so  acquired  and  the  corporation  making  the  acquisition,  or  to 
restrain  such  commerce  in  any  section  or  conmiunity,  or  tend  to  create  a 
monopoly  of  any  line  of  commerce. 

No  corporation  shall  acquire,  directly  or  indirectly,  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  stock  or  other  share  capital  of  two  or  more  corporations  engaged  in 
commerce  where  the  effect  of  such  acquisition,  or  the  use  of  such  stock  by  the 
voting  or  granting  of  proxies  or  otherwise,  may  be  to  substantially  lessen  com- 
petition between  such  corporations,  or  any  of  them,  whose  stock  or  other 
share  capital  is  so  acquired,  or  to  restrain  such  commerce  in  any  section  or 
community,  or  tend  to  create  a  monopoly  of  any  line  of  commerce. 

This  section  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  purchasing  such  stock  solely 
for  investment  and  not  using  the  same  by  voting  or  otherwise  to  bring  about, 
or  in  attempting  to  bring  about,  the  substantial  lessening  of  competition. 
Nor  shall  €in3rthing  contained  in  this  section  prevent  a  corporation  engaged 
in  commerce  from  causing  the  formation  of  subsidiary  corporations  for  the 
actual  carrying  on  of  their  immediate  lawful  business,  or  the  natural  and  legiti- 
mate branches  or  extensions  thereof,  or  from  owning  and  holding  all  or  a  part 
of  the  stock  of  such  subsidiary  corporations,  when  the  effect  of  such  formation 
is  not  to  substantially  lessen  competition. 

Nor  shall  anything  herein  contained  be  construed  to  prohibit  any  common 
carrier  subject  to  the  laws  to  regulate  commerce  from  aiding  in  the  construc- 
tion of  branches  or  short  lines  so  located  as  to  become  feeders  to  the  main 
line  of  the  company  so  fuding  in  such  construction  or  from  acquiring  or  owning 
all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  such  branch  lines,  nor  to  prevent  any  such  com- 
mon carrier  from  acquiring  and  owning  all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  a  branch 
or  short  line  constructed  by  an  independent  company  where  there  is  no  sub- 
stantial competition  between  the  company  owning  the  branch  line  so  con- 
structed and  the  company  owning  the  main  line  acquiring  the  property  or  an 
interest  therein,  nor  to  prevent  such  common  carrier  from  extending  any  of 
its  lines  through  the  medium  of  the  acquisition  of  stock  or  otherwise  of  any 
other  such  common  carrier  where  there  is  no  substantial  competition  between 
the  company  extending  its  lines  and  the  company  whose  stock,  property,  or 
an  interest  therein  is  so  acquired. 

Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  held  to  affect  or  impair  any  right 
heretofore  legally  acquired:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
held  or  construed  to  authorize  or  make  lawful  anything  heretofore  prohibited 
or  made  illegal  by  the  antitrust  laws,  nor  to  exempt  any  person  from  the 
penal  provisions  thereof  or  the  civil  remedies  therein  provided. 

§  4.  All  interioddng  directorates  forbidden. 

Sec.  8.  lliat  from  and  after  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  approval  of  this 
Act  no  person  shall  at  the  same  time  be  a  director  or  other  officer  or  employee 
of  more  than  one  bank,  banking  association  or  trust  company,  organized  or 
operating  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  either  of  which  has  deposits, 
capital,  surplus,  and  undivided  profits  aggregating  more  than  $5,000,000;  and 
no  private  banker  or  person  who  is  a  director  in  any  bank  or  trust  company, 
organized  and  operating  under  the  laws  of  a  State,  having  deposits,  capital, 
surplus,  and  undivided  profits  aggregating  more  than  $5,000,000,  shall  be 
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CLAYTON  ANTITRUST  ACT 
[See  generally  Chapters  VTII  and  XX,  mpra] 

§  1.  Unlawful  to  work  monopoly  by  discrimination. 

Sec.  2.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  engaged  in  oommeroe, 
in  the  course  of  such  commerce,  either  directly  or  indirectly  to  discriminate 
in  price  between  different  purchasers  of  commodities,  which  commodities 
are  sold  for  use,  consumption,  or  resale  within  the  United  States  or  any  Tei> 
ritory  thereof  or  the  District  of  Columbia  or  any  insular  possession  or  other 
place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  Staties,  where  the  effect  of  such  dis- 
crimination may  be  to  substantially  lessen  competition  or  tend  to  create  a 
monopoly  in  any  line  of  commerce:  Provided,  That  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  prevent  discrimination  in  price  between  purchasers  of  commodities  oo 
account  of  differences  in  the  grade,  quality,  or  quantity  of  the  commodity  sold, 
or  that  makes  only  due  allowance  for  difference  in  the  cost  of  selling  or  trans- 
portation, or  discrimination  in  price  in  the  same  or  different  communities 
made  in  good  faith  to  meet  competition:  And  provided  fiarthery  That  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  prevent  persons  engaged  in  selling  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise  in  commerce  from  selecting  their  own  customers  in  bona  fide 
transactions  and  not  in  restraint  of  trade. 

§  8.  All  preferential  treatment  forbidden. 

Sec.  3.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  engaged  in  commerce,  in 
the  course  of  such  commerce,  to  lease  or  make  a  sale  or  contract  for  sale  of 
goods,  wares,  m^chandise,  machinery,  supplies  or  other  commodities,  whether 
patented  or  unpatented,  for  use,  consumption  or  resale  within  the  United 
States  or  any  Territory  thereof  or  the  District  of  Columbia  or  any  insular 
possession  or  other  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  or  fix 
a  price  charged  therefor,  or  discount  from,  or  rebate  upon,  such  price,  on  the 
oon*dition,  agreement  or  understanding  that  the  lessee  or  purchaser  thereof 
shall  not  use  or  deal  in  the  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  machinery,  supplies 
or  other  conmiodities  of  a  competitor  or  competitors  of  the  lessor  or  seller, 
where  the  effect  of  such  lease,  sale,  or  contract  for  sale  or  such  condition, 
agreement  or  understanding  may  be  to  substantially  lessen  competition  or 
tend  to  create  a  monopoly  in  any  line  of  conmierce. 

§  8.  Acquisition  of  stock  of  competitor  forbidden. 

Sec.  7.  That  no  corporation  engaged  in  commerce  shall  acquire,  directly 
or  indirectly,  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  stock  or  other  share  capital  of  an* 
other  corporation  engaged  also  in  commerce,  where  the  effect  of  such  acquisi- 
tion may  be  to  substantially  lessen  competition  between  the  corporation 
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whose  stock  is  so  acquired  and  the  corporation  making  the  acquisition,  or  to 
restrain  such  commerce  in  any  section  or  community,  or  tend  to  <n-eate  a 
monopoly  of  any  line  of  commerce. 

No  corporation  shall  acquire,  directly  or  indirectly,  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  stock  or  other  share  capital  of  two  or  more  corporations  engaged  in 
commerce  where  the  effect  of  such  acquisition,  or  the  use  of  such  stock  by  the 
voting  or  granting  of  proxies  or  otherwise,  may  be  to  substantially  lessen  com- 
petition between  such  corporations,  or  any  of  them,  whose  stock  or  other 
share  capital  is  so  acquired,  or  to  restrain  such  commerce  in  any  section  or 
community,  or  tend  to  create  a  monopoly  of  any  line  of  oonmierce. 

This  section  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  purchasing  such  stock  solely 
for  investment  and  not  using  the  same  by  voting  or  otherwise  to  bring  about, 
or  in  attempting  to  bring  about,  the  substantial  lessening  of  competition. 
Nor  shall  anything  contained  in  this  section  prevent  a  corporation  engaged 
in  commerce  from  causing  the  formation  of  subsidiary  corporations  for  the 
actual  carrying  on  of  their  immediate  lawful  business,  or  the  natural  and  legiti- 
mate branches  or  extensions  thereof,  or  from  owning  and  holding  all  or  a  part 
of  the  stock  of  such  subsidiary  corporations,  when  the  effect  of  such  formation 
is  not  to  substantially  lessen  competition. 

Nor  shall  anything  herein  contained  be  construed  to  prohibit  any  common 
carrier  subject  to  the  laws  to  regulate  commerce  from  aiding  in  the  construc- 
tion of  branches  or  short  lines  so  located  as  to  become  feeders  to  the  main 
line  of  the  company  so  aiding  in  such  construction  or  from  acquiring  or  owning 
all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  such  branch  lines,  nor  to  prevent  any  such  com- 
mon carrier  from  acquiring  and  owning  all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  a  branch 
or  short  line  constructed  by  an  independent  company  where  there  is  no  sub- 
stantial competition  between  the  company  owning  the  branch  line  so  con- 
structed and  the  company  owning  the  main  line  acquiring  the  property  or  an 
interest  therein,  nor  to  prevent  such  common  carrier  from  extending  any  of 
its  lines  through  the  medium  of  the  acquisition  of  stock  or  otherwise  of  any 
other  such  common  carrier  where  there  is  no  substantial  competition  between 
the  company  extending  its  lines  and  the  company  whose  stock,  property,  or 
an  interest  therein  is  so  acquired. 

Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  held  to  affect  or  impair  any  right 
heretofore  legally  acquired:  Proirided,  That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
held  or  construed  to  authorize  or  make  lawful  anything  heretofore  prohibited 
or  made  illegal  by  the  antitrust  laws,  nor  to  exempt  any  person  from  the 
penal  provisions  thereof  or  the  civil  remedies  therein  provided. 

§  4.  All  interlocking  directorates  forbidden. 

Sec.  8.  That  from  and  after  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  approval  of  this 
Act  no  person  shall  at  the  same  time  be  a  director  or  other  officer  or  employee 
of  more  than  one  bank,  banking  association  or  trust  company,  organized  or 
operating  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  either  of  which  has  deposits, 
capital,  surplus,  and  undivided  profits  aggregating  more  than  $5,000,000;  and 
no  private  banker  or  person  who  is  a  director  in  any  bank  or  trust  company, 
organized  and  operating  under  the  laws  of  a  State,  having  deposits,  capital, 
surplus,  and  undivided  profits  aggregating  more  than  $5,000,000,  shall  be 
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eligible  io  be  a  director  in  any  bank  or  banking  aasociatimi  oi'ganiied  or 
ing  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  The  digibiUty  of  a  director,  ofliecr, 
or  employee  under  the  foregoing  proviaona  shall  be  determined  by  the  aver- 
age amount  of  deposits,  capital,  surplus,  and  undivided  profits  as  shown  in 
the  offidal  statements  of  such  bank,  banking  association,  or  trust  company 
filed  as  provided  by  law  during  the  fiscal  year  next  preceding  the  dat«  set 
for  the  annual  dection  of  directors,  and  when  a  director,  officer,  or  employee 
has  been  elected  or  selected  in  accordance  with  the  provisiona  of  this  Act  it 
shall  be  lawful  fw  him  to  continue  as  such  for  one  year  thereafter  under  said 
election  or  employment. 

No  bank,  banking  association  or  trust  company,  organiied  or  operating 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  in  any  city  or  incorporated  town  or  vi^ 
lage  of  more  than  two  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  as  shown  by  the  last 
preceding  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  shall  have  as  a  director  or 
other  officer  or  employee  any  private  banker  or  any  director  or  other  officer 
or  employee  of  any  other  bank,  banking  association  or  trust  company  located 
in  the  same  place:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  apply  to  mutual 
savings  banks  not  having  a  capital  stock  represented  by  shares:  Provided 
further,  That  a  director  or  other  officer  or  employee  of  such  bank,  banking 
association,  or  trust  company  may  be  a  director  or  other  officer  or  employee 
of  not  more  than  one  other  bank  or  trust  company  organised  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  or  any  State  where  tiie  entire  capital  stock  of  one  is 
owned  by  stockholders  in  the  other:  And  provided  further,  That  nothing  ctm- 
tained  in  this  section  shall  forbid  a  director  of  class  A  of  a  Federal  rtanave 
bank,  as  defined  in  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  from  being  an  officer  or  director 
or  both  an  officer  and  director  in  one  member  bank. 

That  from  and  after  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  approval  of  this  Act 
no  person  at  the  same  time  shall  be  a  director  in  any  two  or  more  corpora- 
tions, any  one  of  which  has  capital,  surplus,  and  undivided  profits  aggregating 
more  than  $1,000,000,  engaged  in  whole  or  in  part  in  commerce,  other  than 
banks,  banking  associations,  trust  companies  and  common  carriers  subject 
to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  approved  February  fourUi,  d^teen  hun- 
dred and  eighty-seven,  if  such  corporations  are  or  shall  have  been  theretofore, 
by  virtue  of  their  business  and  location  of  operation,  competitors,  so  that 
the  elimination  of  competition  by  agreement  between  them  would  constitute 
a  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  antitrust  laws.  The  eligibility 
of  a  director  imder  the  foregoing  provision  shall  be  detomined  by  the  aggre- 
gate amount  of  the  capital,  surplus,  and  undivided  profits,  exclusive  of  divi- 
dends declared  but  not  p^d  to  stockholders,  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  of 
said  corporation  next  preceding  the  election  of  directors,  and  when  a  director 
has  been  elected  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  him  to  continue  as  such  for  one  year  thereafter. 

When  any  person  elected  or  chosen  as  a  director  or  officer  or  selected  as  an 
employee  of  any  bank  or  other  corporation  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  is  digible  at  the  time  of  his  election  or  selection  to  act  for  such  bank  or 
other  corporation  in  such  capacity  his  eligibility  to  act  in  such  capacity  shall 
not  be  affected  and  he  shall  not  become  or  be  deemed  amenable  to  any  of 
the  provisions  hereof  by  reason  of  any  change  in  the  affairs  of  such  bank  or 
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other  oorporatioD  from  whatsoever  cause,  whether  specificaUy  excepted  by 
any  of  the  proviaions  hereof  or  not,  until  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the 
date  of  his  election  or  employment. 

§  6.  Mishandling  of  corporate  funds. 

Sec.  9.  Every  presidenti  director,  officer  or  manager  of  any  firm,  associa- 
tion or  corporation  engaged  in  commerce  as  a  common  carrier,  who  embezzles, 
steals,  abstracts  or  willfully  misapplies,  or  willfully  permits  to  be  misapplied, 
any  of  the  moneys,  funds,  credits,  securities,  property  or  assets  of  such  firm, 
association  or  corporation,  arising  or  accruing  from,  or  used  in,  such  com- 
merce, in  whole  or  in  part,  or  willfully  or  knowingly  converts  the  same  to  his 
own  use  or  to  the  use  of  another,  shaU  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  felony  and  upon 
conviction  shall  be  fined  not  less  than  $500  or  confined  in  the  penitentiary  not 
less  than  one  year  nor  more  than  ten  years,  or  both,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

Prosecutions  hereunder  may  be  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  wherein  the  offense  may  have  been  conmiitted. 

That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  held  to  take  away  or  impair  the  juris- 
diction of  the  courts  of  the  several  States  under  the  laws  thereof;  and  a  judg- 
ment of  conviction  or  acquittal  on  the  merits  under  the  laws  of  any  State 
shall  be  a  bar  to  any  prosecution  hereunder  for  the  same  act  or  acts. 

§  6.  Carrier  forbidden  purchasing  from  allied  corporations. 

Sec.  10.  That  after  two  years  from  the  approval  of  this  Act  no  conmion 
carrier  engaged  in  commerce  shall  have  any  dealings  in  securities,  supplies 
or  other  articles  of  commerce,  or  shall  make  or  have  any  contracts  for  con- 
struction or  maintenance  of  any  kind,  to  the  amount  of  more  than  $50,000, 
in  the  aggregate,  in  any  one  year,  with  another  corporation,  firm,  partnership, 
or  association  when  the  said  common  carrier  shall  have  upon  its  board  of 
directors  or  as  its  president,  manager  or  as  its  purchasing  or  selling  officer,  or 
agent  in  the  particular  transaction,  any  person  who  is  at  the  same  time  a 
director,  manager,  or  purchasing  or  seUing  officer  of,  or  who  has  any  substan- 
tial interest  in,  such  other  corporation,  firm,  partnership  or  association,  imless 
and  except  such  purchases  shall  be  made  from,  or  such  dealings  shall  be  with, 
the  bidder  whose  bid  is  the  most  favorable  to  such  common  carrier,  to  be 
ascertained  by  competitive  bidding  under  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  rule 
or  otherwise  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Conmiission.  No  bid  shall  be  re- 
ceived unless  the  name  and  address  of  the  bidder  or  the  names  and  addresses 
of  the  officas,  directors  and  general  managers  thereof,  if  the  bidder  be  a  cor- 
poration, or  of  the  members,  if  it  be  a  partnership  or  firm,  be  given  with  the 
bid. 

Any  person  who  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  do  or  attempt  to  do  anything 
to  prevent  anyone  from  bidding  or  shall  do  any  act  to  prevent  free  and  fair 
competition  among  the  biddms  or  those  desiring  to  bid  shall  be  punished  as 
prescribed  in  this  section  in  the  case  of  an  officer  or  director. 

Every  such  common  carrier  having  any  such  transactions  or  making  any 
such  purchases  shall  within  thirty  days  after  making  the  same  file  with  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  a  full  and  detailed  statement  of  the  transao- 

[1125] 


Appendix  F 

tion  showing  the  manner  of  the  competitive  bidding,  who  were  the  bidden, 
and  the  names  and  addresseB  of  the  directors  and  officers  of  the  corporations 
and  the  members  of  the  firm  or  partnership  bidding;  and  whenever  the  said 
Commission  shall,  after  investigation  or  hearing,  have  reason  to  believe  that 
the  law  has  been  violated  in  and  about  the  said  purchases  or  tranBactions 
it  shall  transmit  all  papers  and  documents  and  its  own  views  or  findings  re- 
garding the  transaction  to  the  Attorney  General. 

If  any  oonmion  carrier  shall  violate  this  section  it  shall  be  fined  not  ex- 
ceeding $25,000;  and  every  such  director,  agent,  manager  or  officer  thereof 
who  shall  have  knowingly  voted  for  or  directed  the  act  constituting  such  vio- 
lation or  who  shall  have  aided  or  abetted  in  such  violation  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  shall  be  fined  not  exceeding  $5,000,  or  confined 
in  jail  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  both,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

§  7.  Jttrisdiction  of  the  comxnissioii. 

Sec.  11.  That  authority  to  enforce  compliance  with  sections  two,  three, 
seven  and  eight  of  this  Act  by  the  persons  respectively  subject  thereto  is 
hereby  vested:  in  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  where  i^plicable 
to  common  carriers,  in  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  where  applicable  to  banks, 
banking  associations  and  trust  companies,  and  in  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission where  applicable  to  all  other  character  of  commerce,  to  be  exercised 
as  follows: 

Whenever  the  Commission  or  board  vested  with  jurisdiction  thereof  shall 
have  reason  to  believe  that  any  person  is  violating  or  has  violated  any  of  the 
provisions  of  sections  two,  three,  seven  and  eight  of  this  Act,  it  shall  issue 
and  serve  upon  such  person  a  complaint  stating  its  charges  in  that  reqiect, 
and  containing  a  notice  of  a  hearing  upon  a  day  and  at  a  place  therein  fixed 
at  least  thirty  days  after  the  service  of  said  complaint.    The  first  so  com- 
plained of  shall  have  the  right  to  appear  at  the  place  and  time  so  fixed  and 
show  cause  why  an  order  should  not  be  entered  by  the  Commission  or  board 
requiring  such  person  to  cease  and  desist  from  the  violation  of  the  law  so 
charged  in  said  complaint.    Any  person  may  make  apptication,  and  upon 
good  cause  shown  may  be  allowed  by  the  Commission  or  board,  to  intorene 
and  appear  in  said  proceeding  by  ooimsel  or  in  person.    The  testimony  in 
any  such  proceeding  shall  be  reduced  to  writing  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
Commission  or  board.    If  upon  such  hearing  the  Commission  or  board,  as  the 
case  may  be,  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  any  of  the  provisions  of  said  sections 
have  been  or  are  bdng  violated,  it  shall  make  a  report  in  writing  in  which  it 
shall  state  its  findings  as  to  the  facts,  and  shaU  issue  and  cause  to  be  served  on 
such  person  an  order  requiring  such  person  to  cease  and  desist  from  such  vio- 
lations, and  divest  itself  of  the  stock  held  or  rid  itself  of  the  directors  chosen 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  sections  seven  and  eight  of  this  Act,  if  any  there 
be,  in  the  manner  and  within  the  time  fixed  by  said  order.    Until  a  transcript 
of  the  record  in  such  hearing  shall  have  been  filed  in  a  circuit  court  of  a{^)ealB 
of  the  United  States,  as  hereinafter  provided,  the  Commission  or  board  may 
at  any  time,  upon  such  notice  and  in  such  manner  as  it  shall  deem  proper, 
modify  or  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  report  or  any  order  made  or  issued 
by  it  under  this  section. 
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If  such  pereon  fuls  or  neglects  to  obey  such  order  of  the  Commission  or 
board  while  the  same  is  in  effecti  the  Commission  or  board  may  apply  to  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  United  States,  within  any  circuit  where  the 
violation  complained  of  was  or  is  being  conmiitted  or  where  such  person  re- 
sides or  carries  on  business,  for  the  enforcement  of  its  order,  and  shall  certify 
and  file  with  its  application  a  transcript  of  the  entire  record  in  the  proceeding, 
including  all  the  testimony  taken  and  the  report  and  order  of  the  Commission 
or  board.  Upon  such  filing  of  the  application  and  transcript  the  court  shall 
cause  notice  thereof  to  be  served  upon  such  person  and  thereupon  shall  have 
jurisdiction  of  the  proceeding  and  of  the  question  determined  therein,  and 
shall  have  power  to  make  and  enter  upon  the  pleadings,  testimony,  and  pro- 
ceedings set  forth  in  such  transcript  a  decree  affirming,  modif3ring,  or  setting 
aside  the  order  of  the  Commission  or  board.  The  findings  of  the  Commission 
or  board  as  to  the  facts,  if  supported  by  testimony,  shall  be  conclusive.  If 
either  party  shall  apply  to  the  court  for  leave  to  adduce  additional  evidence, 
and  shall  show  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  such  additional  evidence  is 
material  and  that  there  were  reasonable  grounds  for  the  failure  to  adduce 
such  evidence  in  the  proceeding  before  the  Commission  or  board,  the  court 
may  order  such  additional  evidence  to  be  taken  before  the  Commission  or 
board  and  to  be  adduced  upon  the  hearing  in  such  manner  and  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  to  the  court  may  seem  proper.  The  Conmiission  or 
board  may  modify  its  findings  as  to  the  facts,  or  make  new  findings,  by  reason 
of  the  additional  evidence  so  taken,  and  it  shall  file  such  modified  or  new  find- 
ings, which,  if  supported  by  testimony,  shall  be  conclusive,  and  its  recom- 
mendation, if  any,  for  the  modification  or  setting  aside  of  its  original  order, 
with  the  return  of  such  additional  evidence.  The  judgment  and  decree  of  the 
court  shall  be  final,  except  that  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  review  by  the 
Supreme  Court  upon  certiorari  as  provided  in  section  two  hundred  and  forty 
of  the  Judicial  Code. 

Any  party  required  by  such  order  of  the  Commission  or  board  to  cease  and 
desist  from  a  violation  charged  may  obtain  a  review  of  such  order  in  said  cir- 
cuit court  of  appeals  by  filing  in  the  court  a  written  petition  praying  that  the 
order  of  the  Commission  or  board  be  set  aside.  A  copy  of  such  petition  shall 
be  forthwith  served  upon  the  Commiasion  or  board,  and  thereupon  the  Com* 
mission  or  board  forthwith  shall  certify  and  file  in  the  court  a  transcript  of 
tiie  record  as  hereinbefore  provided.  Upon  the  filing  of  the  transcript  the 
court  shall  have  the  same  jurisdiction  to  affirm,  set  aside,  or  modify  the  order 
of  the  Commission  or  board  as  in  the  case  of  an  application  by  the  Commis- 
sion or  board  for  the  enforcement  of  its  order,  and  the  findings  of  the  Com- 
mission or  board  as  to  the  facts,  if  supported  by  testimony,  shall  in  like  manner 
be  conclusive. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  United  States  to  en* 
force,  set  aside,  or  modify  orders  of  the  Commission  or  board  shall  be  exclusive. 

Such  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  shall  be  given  precedence 
over  other  cases  pending  therein,  and  shall  be  in  every  way  expedited.  No 
order  of  the  Commission  or  board  or  the  judgment  of  the  court  to  enforce  the 
same  shall  in  any  wise  relieve  or  absolve  any  person  from  any  liability  under 
the  antitrust  Acts. 
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ComplaintSi  orders,  and  other  processes  of  the  CommiBsion  or  board  under 
this  section  may  be  served  by  anyone  duly  authorized  by  the  Oommission  or 
board,  either  (a)  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof  to  the  person  to  be  served,  or 
to  a  member  of  the  partnership  to  be  served,  or  to  the  president,  secretary,  or 
other  executive  officer  or  a  director  of  the  corporation  to  be  served;  or  (b)  by 
leaving  a  copy  thereof  at  the  principal  office  or  place  of  business  of  such  per- 
son; or  (c)  by  registering  and  mailing  a  copy  thereof  addressed  to  such  person 
at  his  principal  office  or  place  of  business.  The  verified  return  by  the  person 
BO  serving  said  complaint,  order,  or  other  process  setting  forth  the  manner  of 
said  service  shall  be  proof  of  the  same,  and  the  return  post-office  receipt  for 
said  complaint,  order,  or  other  process  registered  and  mailed  as  aforesaid 
shall  be  proof  of  the  service  of  the  same. 

§  8.  Jttrisdiction  of  the  courts. 

Sec.  15.  That  the  several  district  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
invested  with  jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this  Act,  and 
it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in 
their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney  Genotd,  to 
institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such  violations.  Such 
proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition  setting  forth  the  case  and  praying  that 
such  violation  shall  be  enjoined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties 
complained  of  shall  have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition,  the  court  shall 
proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be,  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case;  and 
pending  such  petition,  and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time 
make  such  temporary  restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed 
just  in  the  premises.  Whenever  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  before  which  any 
such  proceeding  may  be  pending  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  that  other 
parties  should  be  brought  before  the  court,  the  court  may  cause  them  to  be 
summoned  whether  they  reside  in  the  district  in  which  the  court  is  held  or  not, 
and  subpoenas  to  that  end  may  be  served  in  any  district  by  the  marshal 
thereof. 

§  9.  Civil  suits  for  relief. 

Sbc.  16.  That  any  person,  firm,  corporation,  or  association  shall  be  entitled 
to  sue  for  and  have  injunctive  relief,  in  any  court  of  the  United  States  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  parties,  against  threatened  loss  or  damage  by  a  violation 
of  the  antitrust  laws,  including  sections  two,  three,  seven  and  eight  of  this 
Act,  when  and  under  the  same  conditions  and  principles  as  injunctive  relief 
against  threatened  conduct  that  will  cause  loss  or  damage  is  granted  by  courts 
of  equity,  under  the  rules  governing  such  proceedings,  and  upon  the  execution 
of  proper  bond  against  damages  for  an  injunction  improvidently  granted 
and  a  showing  that  the  danger  of  irreparable  loss  or  damage  is  immediate,  a 
preliminary  injimction  may  issue:  Provided^  That  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  be  construed  to  entitle  any  person,  firm,  corporation,  or  association,  ex- 
cept the  United  States,  to  bring  suit  in  equity  for  injunctive  relief  against  any 
common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce, 
approved  February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  in  respect 
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of  any  matter  subject  to  the  regulation,  supervision,  or  other  jurisdiction  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

§  10.  Procedure  in  the  courts. 

Sec.  17.  That  no  preliminary  injunction  shall  be  issued  without  notice  to 
the  opposite  party. 

No  temporary  restraining  order  shall  be  granted  without  notice  to  the  o]> 
posite  party  imless  it  shall  clearly  appear  from  specific  facts  shown  by  affidavit 
or  by  the  verified  bill  that  inmiediate  and  irreparable  injury,  loss,  or  damage 
will  result  to  the  applicant  before  notice  can  be  served  and  a  hearing  had 
thereon.  Every  such  temporary  restraining  order  shall  be  indorsed  with  the 
date  and  hour  of  issuance,  shall  be  forthwith  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  and 
entered  of  record,  shall  define  the  injury  and  state  why  it  is  irreparable  and 
why  the  order  was  granted  without  notice,  and  shall  by  its  terms  expire  within 
such  time  after  entry,  not  to  exceed  ten  da3rs,  as  the  court  or  judge  may  fix, 
unless  within  the  time  so  fixed  the  order  is  extended  for  a  like  period  for  good 
cause  shown,  and  the  reasons  for  such  extension  shall  be  entered  of  record.  In 
case  a  temporary  restraining  order  shall  be  granted  without  notice  in  the  con- 
tingency specified,  the  matter  of  the  issuance  of  a  preliminary  injunction  shall 
be  set  down  for  a  hearing  at  the  earliest  possible  time  and  shall  take  precedence 
of  all  matters  except  older  matters  of  the  same  character;  and  when  the  same 
comes  up  for  hearing  the  party  obtaining  the  temporary  restraining  order 
shall  proceed  with  the  application  for  a  preliminary  injunction,  and  if  he  does 
not  do  so  the  court  shall  dissolve  the  temporary  restraining  order.  Upon  two 
days'  notice  to  the  party  obtaining  such  temporary  restraining  order  the  op- 
posite party  may  appear  and  move  the  dissolution  or  modification  of  the  order, 
and  in  that  event  the  court  or  judge  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the 
motion  as  expeditiously  as  the  ends  of  justice  may  require. 

§  11.  Issuance  of  restraining  orders. 

Sec.  18.  That,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  section  16  of  this  Act,  no 
restraining  order  or  interlocutory  order  of  injunction  shall  issue,  except  upon 
the  giving  of  security  by  the  applicant  in  such  sum  as  the  court  or  judge  may 
deem  proper,  conditioned  upon  the  pa3anent  of  such  costs  and  damages  as 
may  be  incurred  or  suffered  by  any  party  who  may  be  found  to  have  been 
wrongfully  enjoined  or  restrained  thereby. 

Sec.  19.  That  every  order  of  injunction  or  restraining  order  shall  set  forth 
the  reasons  for  the  issuance  of  the  same,  shaU  be  specific  in  terms,  and  shall 
describe  in  reasonable  detail,  and  not  by  reference  to  the  bill  of  complaint  or 
other  document,  the  act  or  acts  sought  to  be  restrained,  and  shall  be  binding 
only  upon  the  parties  to  the  suit,  their  officers,  agents,  servants,  employees, 
and  attorneys,  or  those  in  active  concert  or  participating  with  them,  and  who 
shall,  by  personal  service  or  otherwise,  have  received  actual  notice  of  the  same. 

Public,  No.  212,  approved  October  15,  1914. 
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RULES  OF  PRACTICE 
[See  generally  Chapters  XXII  and  XXIII,  ntpra] 


Public  Sessions 

Sessions  of  the  Commission  for  hearing  contested  cases,  including  attd  argu- 
ments, will  be  held  as  ordered  by  the  Commission. 

The  office  of  the  Commission  at  Washington,  D.  C,  is  open  each  buainen 
day  from  9  a.  m.  to  4.30  p.  m. 

n 

Pabtibs  to  Cases 

Any  person,  firm,  company,  corporation,  or  association,  mercantile,  agri- 
cultiu*al,  or  manufacturing  society,  body  politic  or  munidpal  organisation, 
or  any  common  carrier,  or  the  railroad  commissioner  or  commifwion  of  any 
State  or  Territory,  may  complain  to  the  Commission  of  anything  done,  or 
omitted  to  be  done,  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  regulate  com- 
merce by  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  said  act.  If  a  com- 
plaint relates  to  matters  in  which  two  or  more  carriers,  engaged  in  transpor- 
tation by  continuous  carriage  or  shipment,  are  interested,  the  several  carriers 
participating  in  such  carriage  or  shipment  are  necessary  parties  defendant. 

If  a  complaint  relates  to  rates,  regulations,  or  practices  of  carrien  operating 
different  lines,  and  the  object  of  the  proceeding  is  to  secure  correction  of  such 
rates,  regulations,  or  practices  on  each  of  said  lines,  all  the  carriera  operating 
such  lines  should  be  made  defendants. 

If  a  comphdnt  relates  to  provisions  of  a  classification  it  mU  ordinarily  be 
sufficient  to  name  as  defendants  the  principal  carriers  named  as  parties  to  the 
classification. 

If  the  line  of  a  carrier  is  operated  by  a  receiver  or  trustee,  both  the  carrio' 
and  its  receiver  or  trustee  must  be  made  defendants  in  cases  involving  trans- 
portation over  such  line. 

Any  person  may  petition  in  any  proceeding  for  leave  to  intervene  prior  to 
or  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  and  not  after.  Such  petition  shall  set  forth  the 
petitioner's  interest  in  the  proceedings,  but  intervention  will  not  be  permitted, 
except  upon  allegations  that  are  reasonably  pertinent  to  the  issues  of  the 
original  complaint.  Leave  granted  on  such  petition  will  entitie  such  inter- 
veners to  have  notice  of  hearings,  to  produce  and  cross-examine  witnesses,  and 
to  be  heard  in  person  or  by  counsel  upon  brief  and  at  the  oral  argument. 
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III 

Complaints 

Ck)mplaint8  must  be  in  tjrpewriting  on  one  side  of  the  paper  only,  on  paper 
not  more  than  8H  inches  wide  and  not  more  than  12  inches  long,  and  weighing 
not  less  than  16  pounds  to  the  ream,  folio  base,  17  by  22  inches,  with  left- 
hand  margin  not  less  than  IH  inches  wide,  setting  forth  briefly  the  facts 
claimed  to  constitute  a  violation  of  the  law.  Complaints  may  also  be 
printed  in  the  size  designated  in  Rule  XIV  regarding  briefs.  The  corporate 
name  of  the  carrier  or  carriers  complained  against  must  be  stated  in  full  with- 
out abbreviations,  and  the  address  of  the  complainant,  with  the  name  and 
address  of  his  attorney  or  counsel,  if  any,  must  appear  upon  each  copy  of 
the  complaint.  The  complaint  need  not  be  verified,  but  must  be  signed  in 
ink  by  the  complainant  or  his  duly  authorized  attorney.  The  complainant 
must  furnish  as  many  complete  copies  of  the  complaint  as  there  may  be 
parties  complained  against  to  be  served,  including  receiver  or  receivers,  and 
three  additional  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  will  serve  the  complaint  upon  each  defendant  by  leaving  a 
copy  with  its  agent  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  or,  if  no  such  agent  has  been 
designated,  by  posting  a  copy  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Commis- 
sion. 

Two  or  more  complaints  involving  the  same  principle,  subject,  or  state  of 
facts  may  be  included  in  one  complaint.  The  several  rates,  regulations,  dis- 
criminations, and  shipments  involved  should  be  separately  set  out.  One  or 
more  persons  may  join  in  one  complaint  against  one  or  more  carriers  if  the 
subject-matter  of  the  complaint  involves  substantially  the  same  principle, 
subject,  or  state  of  facts. 

Except  under  unusual  circumstances  and  for  good  cause  shown,  reparation 
wiU  not  be  awarded  unless  specifically  prayed  for  in  the  complaint  or  in  an 
amendment  thereto  filed  before  the  submission  of  the  case. 

After  a  final  order  has  been  entered  upon  a  complaint  in  which  reparation 
is  not  sought  or,  if  prayed,  has  been  denied,  the  Conmiission  will  not  ordinarily 
award  reparation  upon  a  complaint  subsequently  filed  and  based  upon  any 
finding  upon  the  first  complaint. 

Where  reparation  is  demanded  under  a  general  rate  adjustment  challenged 
in  the  complaint,  or  upon  many  shipments  under  a  particular  rate,  or  where 
many  points  of  origin  or  destination  are  involved,  it  is  the  practice  of  the  Com- 
mission first  to  determine  and  make  a  formal  announcement  respecting  the 
reasonableness  of  the  rate  or  rates  in  issue,  and  whether  the  facts  justify  an 
award  of  reparation,  giving  to  the  parties  thereafter  an  opportunity  to  make 
proof  respecting  the  shipments  upon  which  reparation  is  claimed.  Freight 
bills  and  other  exhibits  must  therefore  be  reserved  until  such  further  hearing 
and  must  not  be  filed  with  the  oomplaint.  In  such  cases  the  complaint,  with- 
out unnecessary  details,  should  disclose  in  general  terms  the  basis  and  extent 
of  the  damages  demanded  in  such  manner  as  reasonably  to  advise  the  defend- 
ants thereof. 

When  a  claim  for  reparation  has  been  before  the  Commission  informally 
and  the  parties  have  been  notified  by  the  Commission  that  the  claim  is  of  such 
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a  nature  that  it  can  not  be  determined  informally,  formal  complaint  must  be 
filed  within  six  months  after  such  notification,  or  the  parties  will  be  deemed  to 
have  abandoned  their  claim:  Provided,  however ,  That  this  rule  does  not  apply 
to  formal  complaints  for  reparation  filed  within  two  years  from  the  date  of 
the  delivery  of  the  shipments. 

IV 

Answers 

One  copy  of  each  answer  must,  unless  the  Commission  orders  otherwise, 
be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  Commission  at  his  office  in  Washington,  D.  C, 
within  30  days  after  the  day  of  service  of  the  complaint  by  defendants  whose 
general  offices  are  at  or  west  of  El  Paso,  Tex.,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  or  Spokane, 
Wash.,  and  within  20  days  by  all  other  defendants,  and  a  copy  of  each  such 
answer  must  be  at  the  same  time  served  personally  or  by  mail  upon  the  com- 
plainant or  his  attorney.  The  Commission  will,  when  advisable,  shorten  or 
extend  the  time  for  answer.  If  a  defendant  satisfies  a  complaint  before  an- 
swering, a  written  acknowledgment  thereof,  showing  the  character  and  extent 
of  the  satisfaction  given,  must  be  filed  by  the  complainant.  In  such  case  a 
statement  of  the  fact  and  manner  of  satisfaction  without  other  matter  may 
be  filed  as  answer.  If  the  complaint  is  satisfied  after  the  filing  and  service  of 
answer,  a  written  acknowledgment  thereof  must  be  filed  by  the  complainant 
and  a  supplemental  answer  setting  forth  the  fact  and  manner  of  satisfaction 
must  be  filed  by  the  defendant.  Answers  in  typewriting  must  be  on  one  side 
of  the  paper  only,  on  paper  not  more  than  8)^  inches  wide  and  not  more  than 
12  inches  long  and  weighing  not  less  than  16  pounds  to  the  ream,  folio  base, 
17  by  22  inches,  with  left-hand  margin  not  less  than  I^  inches  wide,  or  may 
be  printed  in  the  size  designated  in  Rule  XIV  regarding  briefs. 


MonoN  TO  Dismiss 

A  defendant  who  deems  the  complaint  insufficient  to  show  a  breach  of  legal 
duty  may,  instead  of  answering  or  formally  demurring,  serve  on  the  complain- 
ant notice  of  hearing  on  the  complaint:  and  in  such  case  the  facts  stated  in  the 
complaint  will  be  deemed  admitted.  A  copy  of  the  notice  must  at  the  same 
time  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  Commission.  The  filing  of  an  answer, 
however,  will  not  be  deemed  an  admission  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint, 
but  a  motion  to  dismiss  for  insufficiency  may  be  made  at  the  hearing. 

VI 

Sbbvicb  of  Papers 

Copies  of  notices  or  papers)  other  than  complaints,  presented  by  a  party 
must  be  served  upon  the  adverse  party  or  parties  personally  or  by  mail.  When 
any  party  has  appeared  by  attorney,  service  upon  such  attorney  will  be  deemed 
proper  service  upon  the  party. 
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VII 

Amendments 

Amendments  to  any  compUint  or  answer  in  any  proceeding  or  investigation 
will  be  allowed  by  the  Commission  at  its  discretion. 

VIII 

CONTINUANCBS  AND  EXTENSIONS  OF  TiME 

Continuances  and  extensions  of  time  will  be  granted  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Commission. 

IX 

Stipulations 

Parties  to  any  proceeding  may,  by  stipulation  in  writing  filed  with  the 
secretary,  agree  upon  the  facts,  or  any  portion  thereof,  involved  therein. 
It  is  desired  that  the  facts  be  thus  agreed  upon  whenever  practicable. 

X 

Hearings 

Upon  issue  being  joined  by  service  of  answer  or  by  notice  of  hearing  on  the 
complaint,  or  by  failure  of  defendant  to  answer,  the  Commission  will  assign 
a  time  and  place  for  hearing.  Witnesses  will  be  examined  orally  before  the 
Commission  or  one  of  its  examiners,  unless  their  testimony  be  taken  by  de- 
position or  the  facts  be  agreed  upon  as  provided  for  in  these  rules. 

XI 

Depositions 

The  deposition  of  a  witness  for  use  in  a  case  pending  before  the  Commis- 
sion may,  after  such  case  is  at  issue,  be  taken  upon  compliance  with  the  fol- 
lowing rules  of  procedure,  which  are  prescribed  by  the  Commission  under 
authority  conferred  upon  it  by  section  17  of  the  act,  but  not  otherwise. 

Such  depositions  may  be  taken  before  a  special  agent  or  examiner  of  the 
Commission,  or  any  judge  or  commissioner  of  any  court  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  clerk  of  a  district  court,  or  any  chancellor,  justice,  or  judge  of  a  supreme 
or  superior  court,  mayor  or  chief  magistrate  of  a  city,  judge  of  a  county  court 
or  court  of  common  pleas  of  any  of  the  United  States,  or  any  notary  public, 
not  being  of  counsel  or  attorney  to  either  of  the  parties,  nor  interested  in  the 
event  of  the  proceeding  or  investigation,  according  to  such  designation  as 
the  Commission  may  make  in  any  order  made  by  it  in  the  premises,  except 
that  where  such  deposition  is  taken  in  a  foreign  country  it  may  be  taken  before 
an  officer  or  person  designated  by  the  Commission  or  agreed  upon  by  the  par- 
ties by  stipulation  in  writing  to  be  filed  with  the  Commission. 

Any  party  desiring  to  take  the  deposition  of  a  witness  in  such  a  case  shall 
notify  the  Commission  to  that  effect,  and  in  such  notice  shall  state  the  time 
when,  the  place  where,  and  the  name  and  post-office  address  of  the  party  be- 

[  1133  ] 


Appendix  G 

fore  whom  it  is  desired  the  deposition  be  taken,  the  name  and  post-office  ad- 
dress of  the  witness,  and  the  subject-matter  or  matters  concerning  which  the 
witness  is  expected  to  testify,  whereupon  the  Commission  will  make  and  serve 
upon  the  parties  or  their  attorneys  an  order  wherein  the  Commission  shall 
name  the  witness  whose  deposition  is  to  be  taken  and  specify  the  time  when, 
the  place  where,  and  the  party  before  whom  the  witness  is  to  testify,  but  such 
time  and  place,  and  the  party  before  whom  the  deposition  is  to  be  taken,  so 
specified  in  the  Commission's  order,  may  or  may  not  be  the  same  as  those 
named  in  said  notice  to  the  Conmiission. 

Every  person  whose  deposition  is  so  taken  shall  be  cautioned  and  take  oath 
(or  affirm)  to  testify  the  whole  truth  and  nothing  but  the  truth  concerning  the 
matter  about  which  he  shall  testify,  and  shall  be  carefully  examined.  His 
testimony  shall  be  reduced  to  typewriting  by  the  officer  before  whom  the 
deposition  is  taken,  or  under  his  direction,  after  which  the  deposition  shall  be 
subscribed  by  the  witness  and  certified  in  usual  form  by  the  officer.  After 
the  deposition  has  been  so  subscribed  and  certified  it  shall,  together  with  two 
copies  thereof  made  by  such  officer  or  under  his  direction,  be  forwarded  by 
such  officer  under  seal  in  an  envelope  addressed  to  the  Commission  at  its  office 
in  Washington,  D.  C.  Upon  receipt  of  the  deposition  and  copies  the  Com- 
mission will  file  in  the  record  in  said  case  such  deposition  and  forward  one 
copy  to  the  complainant  or  his  attorney,  and  the  otiier  copy  to  the  defendant 
or  its  attorney,  except  that  where  there  is  more  than  one  complainant  or 
defendant  the  copies  will  be  forwarded  by  the  Commission  to  the  parties 
designated  by  such  complainants  or  defendants  as  the  case  may  be. 

Such  depositions  shall  be  typewritten  on  one  side  only  of  the  paper,  which 
shall  be  not  more  than  8H  inches  wide  and  not  more  than  12  inches  long 
and  weighing  not  less  than  16  pounds  to  the  ream,  folio  base  17  by  22  inches, 
with  left-hand  margin  not  less  than  1  i^  inches  wide. 

No  deposition  shall  be  taken  except  after  6  days'  notice  to  the  parties,  and 
where  the  deposition  is  taken  in  a  foreign  country  such  notice  shall  be  at  least 
15  days. 

No  such  deposition  shall  be  taken  either  before  the  case  is  at  issue,  or  unless 
under  special  circumstance  and  for  good  cause  shown,  within  10  days  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  hearing  thereof  assigned  by  the  Commission,  and  where  the 
deposition  is  taken  in  a  foreign  country  it  shall  not  be  taken  after  30  days 
prior  to  such  date  of  hearing. 

Witnesses  whose  depositions  are  taken  pursuant  to  these  rules  and  the 
magistrate  or  the  officer  taking  the  same,  unless  he  be  an  examiner  of  the 
Conunission,  shall  severally  be  entitled  to  the  same  fees  as  are  paid  for  like 
service  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  which  fees  shall  be  paid  by  the  party 
or  parties  at  whose  instance  the  depositions  are  taken. 

XII 

Witnesses  and  Subpcenas 

Subpoenas  requiring  the  attendance  of  witnesses  from  any  place  in  the 
United  States  to  any  designated  place  of  hearing  may  be  issued  by  any  mem- 
ber of  the  Commission. 

[  1134  ] 


APPpBNDIX  G 

SubpoBnas  for  the  production  of  books,  papers,  or  documents  (unless  di- 
rected to  issue  by  the  Commission  upon  its  own  motion)  will  issue  only  upon 
application  in  writing.  Applications  to  compel  witnesses  not  parties  to  the 
proceeding  to  produce  documentary  evidence  must  be  verified  and  must 
specify,  as  near  as  may  be,  the  books,  papers,  or  documents  desired  and  the 
facts  to  be  proven  by  them.  Applications  to  compel  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ing to  produce  books,  papers,  or  documents  need  only  set  forth  in  a  general 
way  the  books,  papers,  or  documents  sought,  with  a  statement  that  the  a]> 
plicant  believes  they  will  be  of  service  in  the  determination  of  the  case. 

Witnesses  whose  testimony  is  taken  orally  are  severally  entitled  to  the  same 
fees  as  are  paid  for  like  services  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  such  fees 
to  be  paid  by  the  party  at  whose  instance  the  testimony  is  taken. 

XIII 

DOCUMENTART  EVIDENCE 

Where  relevant  and  material  matter  offered  in  evidence  is  embraced  in  a 
document  containing  other  matter  not  material  or  relevant  and  not  intended 
to  be  put  in  evidence,  such  document  will  not  be  filed,  but  the  party  offering 
the  same  shall  also  present  to  opposing  counsel  and  to  the  Conmiission  in 
proper  form  for  filing  copies  of  such  material  and  relevant  matter,  and  that 
only  shall  be  filed. 

In  case  any  portion  of  a  tariff,  report,  circular,  or  other  document  on  file 
with  the  Commission  is  offered  in  evidence,  the  party  offering  the  same  must 
give  specific  reference  to  the  items  or  pages  and  lines  thereof  to  be  considered. 
In  case  any  testimony  in  other  proceedings  than  the  one  on  hearing  is  intro- 
duced in  evidence,  a  copy  of  such  testimony  must  be  presented  as  an  exhibit. 
When  exhibits  of  a  documentaiy  character  are  offered  in  evidence,  two  copies 
should  be  furnished  at  the  hearing  for  the  use  of  the  Commission  and  a  copy 
for  each  of  the  principal  parties  represented. 

XIV 
Briefs 

Unless  otherwise  specifically  ordered,  briefs  may  be  filed  upon  application 
made  at  hearings  or  upon  order  of  the  Commission.  Briefs  shall  be  printed 
and  contain  an  abstract  of  the  evidence  relied  upon  by  the  parties  filing  the 
same;  and  in  such  abstract  reference  shall  be  made  to  the  pages  of  the  record 
wherein  the  evidence  appears.  The  abstract  of  evidence  should  follow  the 
statement  of  the  case  and  precede  the  argument.  Briefs  must  be  printed  in 
10  or  12  point  type,  on  good  unglazed  paper,  5  7-8  inches  wide  by  9  inches  long, 
with  inside  margins  not  less  than  1  inch  wide,  and  with  double-leaded  text 
and  single-leaded  citations. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  in  each  case  the  presiding  conmiissioner  or 
examiner  wiU  fix  the  time  for  filing  and  service  of  the  respective  briefs,  as  fol- 
lows, unless  good  cause  for  variation  therefrom  is  shown:  To  the  complainant, 
30  days  from  date  of  conclusion  of  the  testimony;  to  the  defendants  and  in- 
terveners, 16  days  after  the  date  fixed  for  the  complainant;  and  to  complainant 
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for  reply  brief,  10  days  after  the  date  fixed  for  defendants  or  interveners. 
Briefs  not  filed  and  served  on  or  before  the  dates  fixed  therefor  will  not  be 
received  unless  a  special  order  therefor  is  made  by  the  Commission.  All  briefs 
must  be  filed  with  the  secretary  and  be  accompanied  by  notice,  showing  service 
upon  the  adverse  parties,  and  15  copies  of  each  brief  shall  be  furnished  for  the 
use  of  the  Commission,  unless  otherwise  ordered.  Applications  for  extension 
of  time  in  which  to  file  briefs  shall  be  by  petition,  in  writing,  stating  the  facts 
on  which  the  application  rests,  which  must  be  filed  with  the  Commission  at 
least  five  days  before  the  time  for  filing  such  brief. 

Oral  argument  will  be  had  only  as  ordered  by  the  Commission.  Applica- 
tions therefor  must  be  made  at  the  hearing  or  in  writing  within  10  days  after 
the  completion  of  proof. 

XV 

Reheabingb 

Applications  for  reopening  a  case  after  final  submission,  or  for  rehearing 
after  decision,  must  be  by  petition  stating  specifically  the  grounds  relied  upon; 
such  petition  must  be  served  by  the  party  filing  same  upon  the  opposing  coun- 
sel who  appeared  at  the  hearing  or  on  brief. 

If  such  application  be  to  reopen  the  case  for  further  evidence,  the  nature 
and  purpose  of  such  evidence  must  be  briefly  stated,  and  the  same  must  not 
be  merely  cumulative.  If  the  application  be  for  a  rehearing,  the  petition  must 
specify  the  matters  claimed  to  be  erroneously  decided,  with  a  brief  statement 
of  the  alleged  errors.  If  any  order  of  the  Commission  is  sought  to  be  reversed, 
changed,  or  modified  on  account  of  facts  and  circumstances  arising  subsequent 
to  the  hearing,  or  of  consequences  resulting  from  compliance  therewith,  the 
matters  relied  upon  by  the  applicant  must  be  fully  set  forth.  At  least  10  copies 
of  all  such  applications  must  be  filed. 

XVI 

Transcbiptb  of  Teshmont 

One  copy  of  the  testimony  will  be  furnished  by  the  Commisdon  for  the  use 
of  the  complainant  and  one  copy  for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  without  chaige. 
If  two  or  more  complainants  or  def aidants  have  appeared  at  the  hearing,  such 
complainants  or  defendants  must  designate  to  whom  the  copy  for  their  use 
shall  be  delivered. 

In  proceedings  instituted  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motion,  including 
proceedings  involving  the  suspension  of  tariffs,  no  free  copies  of  testimony 
will  be  furnished. 

XVII 

COMPUANCE  WITH  ObDERS 

An  order  having  been  issued,  the  defendant  or  defendants  named  therein 
must  promptly  notify  the  secretary  of  the  Conmiission  on  or  before  the  date 
upon  which  such  order  becomes  effective,  whether  or  not  compliance  has  been 
made  therewith.  If  a  change  in  rates  is  required,  the  notification  to  the 
tary  must  be  given  in  addition  to  the  filing  of  proper  tariffs. 
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XVIII 

Appucation  bt  Cabriers  Under  Proviso  Clause  of  Fourth  Sbghon 

Any  oommon  carrier  may  apply  to  the  Ck)mini8Bion,  under  the  proviso  clause 
of  the  fourth  section,  for  authority  to  charge  for  the  transportation  of  like 
kind  of  property  less  for  a  longer  than  for  a  shorter  distance  over  the  same 
line,  in  the  same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included  within  the  longer  dis- 
tance or  for  authority  to  charge  more  as  a  through  rate  than  the  aggregate 
of  the  intermediate  rates  subject  to  the  act.  Such  application  shall  be  by 
verified  petition,  which  shall  specify  the  places  and  traffic  involved,  the  rates 
charged  on  such  traffic  for  the  shorter  and  longer  distances,  the  carriers  other 
than  the  petitioner  which  may  be  interested  in  the  traffic,  the  character  of  the 
hardship  claimed  to  exist,  and  the  extent  of  the  relief  sought  by  the  petitioner. 
Upon  the  filing  of  such  a  petition,  the  Ck>mmission  will  take  such  action  as  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  seem  to  require. 

XIX 

Suspensions 

Suspensions  of  rates  under  section  15  of  the  act  to  regulate  commerce  will 
not  ordinarily  be  made  unless  request  in  writing  therefor  is  made  at  least  10 
days  before  the  time  fixed  in  the  tariff  for  such  rates  to  take  effect.  Requests 
for  suspension  must  indicate  the  schedule  affected  by  its  I.  C.  C.  number  and 
give  specific  reference  to  the  parts  thereof  complained  against,  together  with  a 
statement  of  the  grounds  thereof. 

XX 

Information  to  Parties 

The  Secretary  of  the  Commission  will,  upon  request,  advise  any  party  as 
to  the  form  of  complaint,  answer,  or  other  paper  necessary  to  be  filed  in  the 
case. 

XXI 

Address  of  the  Commission 

All  communications  to  the  Commission  must  be  addressed  to  Washington, 
D.  C,  unless  otherwise  specifically  directed. 


72  [1137] 


APPENDIX  H 

FORMS  OF  PROCEDURE 

[See  generally  Chapters  XXIII  and  XXIV,  supra] 

These  forms  may  be  used  in  cases  to  which  they  are  applicable,  with  such  aUeror 

tians  as  the  circumstances  may  render  necessary 

No.  1.  Complaint  [Official  Fobm] 

BEFORE  THE  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION 


VS. 

The Railroad  Company, 

Railway  Company. 


(Insert  corporate  tUle,  wiihaui  abbrena- 
Hon,  of  carrier  or  carriers)  necessary 
defendants. 


The  complaint  of  the  above-named  complainant  respectftdly  shows: 

I.  That,  (complainant  should  here  state  occupation  and  place  of  business,  also 
whether  it  is  a  corporation,  firm,  or  partnership,  and  if  a  firm  or  partnership,  the 
individual  names  of  the  parties  composing  the  same  should  be  given). 

II.  That  the  defendant  (defendants)  above  named  is  a  common  carrier  (ajre 
common  carriers)  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  property, 
wholly  by  railroad  (partly  by  railroad  and  partly  by  water),  between  points 

in  the  State  of and  points  in  the  State  of ,  and  as  such  common 

carrier  (carriers)  is  (are)  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  regulate  ocxn- 
merce  approved  February  4,  1887,  and  acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple- 
mentary thereto. 

III.  That  (state  in  this  and  subsequent  paragraphs,  to  be  numbered  numerically^ 
the  matter  or  matters  intended  to  be  complained  of,  naming  every  rale,  rule,  regula- 
tion, or  practice  whose  lawfulness  is  challenged,  and  also  each  point  of  origin  and 
point  of  destination  between  which  the  rates  complained  of  are  applied^ . 

[Following  this  a  paragraph  or  paragrapfu  should  be  inserted  alleging  that  by 
reason  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  foregoing  paragraphs  complainant  (complainants) 
has  (have)  been  subjected  to  the  payment  of  rates  of  transportation  which  were 
when  exacted,  and  sliU  are,  unjust  and  unreasonable  in  violation  of  section  1  <^ 
(he  act  to  regulate  commerce,  or  unduly  discriminatory  in  violation  of  sections  2, 
3,  or  4  thereof.] 

Wherefore  complainant  prays  that  defendants  may  be  severally  required  to 
answer  the  charges  herein;  that  after  due  hearing  and  investigation  an  order 
be  made  commanding  said  defendants  and  each  of  them  to  cease  and  desist 
from  the  aforesaid  violation  of  said  act  to  regulate  commerce,  and  establish 

and  put  in  force  and  apply  as  maxima  in  future  to  the  transportation  of 

between  the  shipping  and  destination  points  named  in  paragraph hereof, 

in  lieu  of  the  rates  named  in  said  paragraph,  such  other  rates  as  the  Commis- 
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sion  may  deem  reasonable  and  just  (and  also  pay  to  oomplainants  by  way  of 

reparation  for  the  imlawf ul  charges  hereinbefore  described  the  sum  of , 

or  such  other  sum  as,  in  view  of  the  evidence  to  be  adduced  herein,  the  Com- 
mission may  consider  complainant  entitled  to),  and  that  such  other  and  further 
order  or  orders  be  made  as  the  Commission  may  consider  proper  in  the  premises 
and  complainant's  cause  may  appear  to  require. 

Dated  at  -. ,  1»— .  , 

[Complainant's  signature.] 

No.  2.  Answer  [Official  Form] 

BEFORE  THE  INTERSTATE   CX^MMERCE  COBfKISSION 


V8, 

The Railroad  Company  . 

The  above-named  defendant,  for  answer  to  the  complaint  in  this  proceed- 
ing, respectfully  states: 

1.  (Here  foUow  the  usual  admissionSy  denidUy  and  avermerUSf  answering  the 
complaint  paragraph  by  paragraph.) 

Wherefore  the  defendant  prays  that  the  complaint  in  this  proceeding  be 
dismissed. 

The Railroad  Company, 

By , 


[Title  of  officer.] 
No.  3.  Complaint  of  Unreasonable  Charges 

INTERSTATE   COMMERCE   COMMISSION 

To  the  Honorable  Interstate  Commerce  Commissioners: 

(I.)  Your  petitioners  complain  of  the  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Com- 
pany and  respectfully  represent:  That  on  the  13th  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1887, 
your  petitioners  shipped  from  the  City  of  Colfax,  in  the  Territory  of  Washing- 
ton, to  the  City  of  Portland,  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  two  car  loads  of  wheat, 
to  wit:  122  sacks  of  wheat  of  the  weight  of  20,000  pounds  on  one  car,  and  230 
sacks  of  wheat  of  the  weight  of  30,000  pounds  on  the  other  car.  That  the 
said  two  car  loads  of  wheat  were  loaded  on  said  cars  at  your  petitioners'  sole 
expense,  and  were  delivered  to  said  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Company 
for  transportation  to  Portland,  Oregon,  as  aforesaid,  on  said  30th  day  of  June, 
A.  D.  1887.  That  the  distance  from  the  said  City  of  Colfax,  in  Washington 
Territory,  to  Portland,  Oregon,  docs  not  exceed  320  miles.  That  the  said 
Oregon  Railway  <&  Navigation  Company,  against  the  protests  of  your  peti- 
tioners, have  charged  your  petitioners  for  transporting  the  said  two  car  loads 
of  wheat  the  said  320  miles,  the  full  sum  of  $175,  or  at  the  rate  of  $7  for  each 
ton  of  2000  pounds. 

(II.)  Your  petitioners  further  aver  that  it  is  stated  in  the  annual  report  of 
the  said  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Company  for  1886,  that  the  total  cost 
of  all  property  of  every  description  owned  by  said  Company,  including  ocean 
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• 

steamers,  river  and  sound  boats,  barges  and  wharves,  is  $32,924,433.72;  while 
its  net  income  from  raiht)ad  earnings  alone  was,  as  appears  by  the  same  re- 
port, 12,256,589.78,  or  6  8-10  per  cent,  on  the  whole  nominal  investment  of  that 
Ck)mpany,  without  counting  its  earnings  from  other  sources.  That  during  the 
same  year  that  Ck>mpany  transported  ova*  its  railroad  lines  123,413,669  tons 
of  freight  and  merchandise,  and  that  the  average  price  it  received  for  trans- 
porting merchandise  from  Portland,  Oregon,  to  Ck>lfax,  Washington  Ter- 
ritory, was  in  excess  of  $30  per  ton. 

(III.)  Your  petitioners  further  aUege  that  the  rates  recommended  by  the 
railroad  commissioners  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  for  the  transportation  of  wheat 
from  points  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  equi-distant  from  said  Portland,  Oregon, 
with  the  City  of  Colfax,  in  Washington  Territory,  and  reached  by  the  line 
of  the  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Company,  is  $4  per  ton,  or  $3  per  ton 
less  than  the  said  Company  has  charged  your  petitioners. 

(IV.)  Your  petitionerB  further  allege  that  the  said  Oregon  Railway  A  Navi- 
gation Company  has  agreed  to  make  a  rate  from  points  in  Columbia  county, 
Washington  Territory,  as  far  from  Portland,  Oregon,  as  is  the  City  of  Colfax, 
for  the  transportation  of  wheat  and  other  grains  over  the  line  of  said  railroad 
to  said  Portland,  Oregon,  of  $5  per  ton,  while  still  continuing  the  rate  from 
said  Colfax  at  $7  per  ton,  thus  charging  your  petitioners,  and  all  other  handlers 
of  grain  in  Colfax,  $2  per  ton  more  for  transporting  their  wheat  the  same 
distance  than  is  charged  the  wheat  raisers  and  buyers  shipping  from  said 
points  in  Columbia  county. 

(V.)  And  your  petitioners  further  allege  that  the  sum  of  $7  per  ton  for 
the  transportation  of  wheat  as  aforesaid  from  Colfax,  Washington  Territory, 
to  Portland,  Oregon,  is  unjust  and  unreasonable;  and  that  a  just  and  reason- 
able charge  for  such  transportation  is  $3.50  per  ton,  which  is  approximately 
the  rate  fixed  for  a  haul  of  the  same  distance  by  the  Illinois  State  law. 

(VI.)  Wherefore,  your  petitioners  pray  that  you  may  direct  the  said  Oregon 
Railway  &  Navigation  Company  to  reimburse  to  your  petitioners  the  sum  of 
$87.50,  the  sum  paid  by  your  petitioners  to  the  said  Oregon  Railway  A  Navi- 
gation Company  for  the  transportation  of  said  two  car  loads  of  wheat  to  Port- 
land, Oregon,  in  excess  of  a  just  and  reasonable  freight  charge.  And  your 
petitioners  further  pray  that  the  said  Oregon  Railway  &  Navigation  Com- 
pany may  be  required  to  establish  a  rate  for  the  transportation  of  grain  from 
Colfax,  Washington  Territory,  to  Portland,  Oregon,  not  in  excess  of  $3.50 
per  ton. 

MoClaine,  Wade  &  Co. 

No.  4.  Complaint  of  Wrong  CLAssmcATioN 
interstate  commerce  commission 
National  Machinery  and  Wrecking  Co. 

V. 

PmBBURQ,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis  Rt.  e^  <d. 

The  petition  of  the  above-named  complainant  respectfully  shows: 
(I.)  That  complainant  is  a  partnership  composed  of  Jacob  W.  and  MUton 
S.  Kohn,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  having  its  principal  office  and  place  of  busineaB 
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in  the  city  of  Cleveland,  in  said  State,  and  is  a  dealer  in  boiierB,  generators, 
motors  and  other  machines,  shipping  the  same,  new  and  second-hand,  between 
points  lying  in  different  States  of  the  United  States,  particularly  in  those  States 
lying  in  Official  Classification  territory,  which  is  generally  described  as  that 
territory  lying  north  of  the  Potomac  and  Ohio  and  east  of  the  Mississippi 
rivers. 

(II.)  That  the  above-named  defendants  are  common  carriers  engaged  in 
the  transportation  of  property  by  railroad  between  points  in  different  States 
of  the  United  States,  and  largely  in  said  Official  Classification  territory,  and 
iis  such  common  carriers  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  Regulate 
C/ommerce,  approved  February  4,  1887,  and  acts  amendatory  thereof  or  sup- 
plementary thereto. 

(III.)  That  complainant,  in  the  course  of  its  business,  ships  over  defend- 
ants' lines  of  railroad  old  and  second-hand  dynamos  from  points  in  other 
States  to  Cleveland,  where  they  are  converted  into  junk.  That  in  Official 
Classification  No.  26,  dated  January  2,  1905,  adopted  by  defendants  and  now 
enforced  upon  their  lines,  dynamos,  new  or  second-hand,  boxed  or  on  skids, 
crated,  are  classified  at  first  class  and  take  first-class  rates  over  defendants' 
lines.  That  by  such  classification  and  rating  defendants  compel  complainant 
to  pay  on  its  shipments  of  old  and  second-hand  dynamos,  which  are  practically 
worthless,  the  first-class  rate,  which  is  the  same  as  is  charged  on  new  and  valu- 
able dynamos.  That  said  rating  of  second-hand  dynamos  in  the  same  class 
as  new  dynamos  is  unreasonable,  unduly  discriminatory,  and  should  be 
changed.  That  the  classification  of  second-hand  or  defective  dynamos  should 
be  the  same  as  that  applied  to  junk  in  Official  Classification,  to  wit,  sixth 
class,  which  affords  sufficient  compensation  for  the  transportation  service 
performed,  because  such  second-hand  dynamos  have  no  more  value  than  the 
metal  contained  in  them. 

(IV.)  That  the  wrongful  classification  and  rating  above  set  forth  results 
in  unreasonable  and  unjust  transportation  charges  on  complainant's  ship- 
ments of  second-hand  dynamos  in  Official  Classification  territory,  in  violation 
of  section  one  of  said  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  and  subjects  complainant 
and  other  shippers  of  second-hand  dynamos,  and  their  traffic,  within  the  Official 
Classification  territory,  to  unjust  discrimination  and  undue  and  unreasonable 
prejudice  and  disadvantage,  in  violation  of  sections  two  and  three  of  BsAd  Act 
to  Regulate  Commerce. 

(V.)  That  on  or  about  the  5th  day  of  October,  1905,  complainant  had 
shipped  to  it  from  Marietta,  Georgia,  one  second-hand  dynamo,  weighing 
6,300  pounds,  and  costing  complainant  $85.00,  which  was  delivered  by  con- 
nections to  tile  defendant,  the  Pittsburg,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis 
Railway  Company,  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and  transported  thence  by  said  de- 
fendant to  Columbus,  Ohio,  thence  via  the  Cleveland,  Akron  &  Columbus 
Railway  Company  to  Hudson,  Ohio,  and  thence  via  the  Pennsylvania  Com- 
pany to  complainant  at  Cleveland,  Ohio.  That  said  shipment  was  billed  out 
as  ''one  box  of  scrap  iron"  and  complainant  expected  it  to  take  the  Bcnq>-iron 
rate  of  65  cents  per  100  pounds;  but  before  delivery  the  rate  was  advanced 
to  the  rate  on  new  dynamos  of  $1.33  per  100  pounds.  That  complainant  was 
compelled  to  pay  the  unjust  and  unreasonable  rate  of  $1.33  per  100  pounds  for 
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the  transportation  of  such  shipment,  aggregating  the  sum  of  $83.79,  instead 
of  the  just  and  reasonable  rate  of  65  cents  per  100  pounds,  aggregating  the 
sum  of  $40.95.  '  That  by  reason  of  said  unjust  classification  complainant  was 
compelled  to  pay  an  excess  charge  of  $42.84,  for  which  reparation  is  claimed. 

Wherefore,  complainant  prays  that  defendants  may  be  required  to  answer 
the  charges  herein;  that  after  due  h^ing  and  investigation  an  order  be  made 
requiring  the  defendants,  the  Pittsburg,  Cincinnati,  Chicago  &  St.  Louis 
Railway  Company,  the  Cleveland,  Akron  &  Columbus  Railway  Company, 
and  the  Pennsylvania  Company,  to  pay  to  complainant  the  sum  of  $42.84, 
or  such  other  sum  as,  upon  the  proof  to  be  adduced,  the  Commission  may  find 
complainant  entitled  to;  and  requiring  all  the  defendants  herein  mentioned 
to  wholly  cease  and  desist  from  the  aforesaid  violation  of  said  Act  to  Regulate 
Commerce;  and  that  such  other  and  further  order  or  orders  may  be  entered  as 
the  Commission  may  deem  necessary  in  the  premises  and  complainant's  cause 
may  appear  to  require. 

Dated  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  ,  1905. 

National  Machinery  and  Wrecking  Company. 


No.  5.  Notice  by  Carrier  under  Rule  V 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION 


VS. 

The Railroad  Company. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  under  Rule  V  of  the  Rules  of  Practice  in  proceedings 
before  the  Commission  that  a  hearing  is  desired  in  this  proceeding  upon  the 
facts  as  stated  in  the  complaint. 

The Railroad  Company, 

By , 


[Title  of  officer! 


No.  6.  Suspension  op  Rate  Advance 

At  a  General  Session  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Comihssion,  held  at  its 
office  in  Washington,  D.  C,  on  the  25th  day  of  March,  A.  D.,  1913 

Investigation  and  Suspension  Docket  No.  229 

Bangor  &  Aroostook  Railroad  Joint  Rate  Cancellation 

It  Appearing,  That  there  has  been  filed  w^ith  the  Interstate  Conunerce 
Commission  by  C.  J.  P*ierce,  as  agent  for  the  carriers  named  in  his  tariff  I.  C.  C. 
No.  15,  as  amended,  tarifTs  containing  schedules  stating  new  individual  and 
joint  rates  and  charges,  and  new  individual  and  joint  regulations  and  pnuv 
tices  affecting  such  rates  and  charges,  to  become  effective  the  1st  day  ol 
April,  1913,  designated  as  follows: 
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C.  J.  PiEBCB,  Agent, 

Supplement  No.  11  to  I.  C.  C.  No.  15. 
Supplement  No.  12  to  I.  C.  C.  No.  15. 

It  18  Ordered,  That  the  Commission  upon  complaint  without  formal 
pleading,  enter  upon  a  hearing  concerning  the  propriety  of  the  advances  and 
the  lawfulness  of  the  rates,  charges,  regulations  and  practices  stated  in  the 
schedules  contained  in  said  tariffs. 

It  Further  Appearing,  That  said  schedules  make  certain  advances  in 
rates  for  the  interstate  transportation  of  news  printing  paper  and  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  public  appearing  to  be  injuriously  affected  thereby,  and  it 
being  the  opinion  of  the  Commission  that  the  effective  date  of  the  schedules 
contained  in  said  tariffs,  should  be  postponed  pending  said  hearing  and  deci- 
sion thereon: 

It  is  Further  Ordered,  That  the  operation  of  the  schedules  contained  in 
said  tariffs,  be  suspended,  and  that  the  use  of  the  rates,  charges,  regulations 
and  practices  therein  stated  be  deferred  upon  interstate  traffic  until  the  17th 
day  of  July,  1913. 

And  it  is  Further  Ordered,  That  a  copy  of  this  order  be  filed  with  said 
schedules  in  the  office  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  that 
copies  thereof  be  forthwith  served  upon  the  carriers  parties  to  said  schedules, 
and  upon  C.  J.  Pierce,  Agent,  and  that  said  carriers  parties  to  stud  schedules 
be  and  they  are  thereby  made  respondents  to  this  proceeding,  and  that  they 
be  duly  notified  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  hearing  above  ordered. 

By  the  Commission: 

George  B.  McGinty, 

Secretary. 

No.  7.  Complaint  op  Refusing  Through  Service 

BEFORE  the   INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION 

Docket  No.  5733 

Colonial    Navigation    Company, 

Petitioner, 
against 
The  New  York,  New  Haven  and 
Hartford   Railroad   Company, 

Respondent. 

The  petition  of  the  Colonial  Navigation  Company,  the  petitioner,  respect- 
fully shows  and  alleges  as  follows: 

(I.)  That  the  petitions*  above  named  is  a  corporation  duly  organized  and 
existing  under  the  Laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  and  is  a  common  carrier 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  property  by  continuous  car- 
riage or  shipment,  wholly  by  water,  between  the  City  of  Providaice  in  the 
State  of  Rhode  Island  and  the  City  of  New  York  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
and  having  its  principal  office  at  Tier  39  North  River,  New  York  City,  in  the 
State  of  New  York. 

(II.)  That  the  respondent,  The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Rail- 
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road  Company,  is  a  common  carrier  engaged  in  the  trangportation  of  paaaengera 
and  property  by  continuous  carriage  or  shipment  between  the  City  of  Provi- 
dence in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island  and  various  cities  and  towns  in  the  New 
England  States,  including  the  City  of  Boston,  Massachusetts,  wholly  by  rail- 
road, and  as  such  common  carrier  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Coounerce,  approved  February  4th,  1887,  and  Acts  amendatory 
thereof  and  supplemental  thereto,  and  that  the  said  respondent  has  its  prin- 
cipal office  at  New  Haven,  State  of  Connecticut. 

(III.)  That  The  New  England  Steamship  Company  is  a  common  cairier 
engaged  in  transportation  of  passengers  and  property  by  continuous  carriage 
or  shipment  wholly  by  water,  between  the  City  of  New  York  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  and  the  City  of  Providence,  Rhode  Island,  and  other  New  England 
ports. 

IV.  That  the  City  of  Providence  is  situated  on  Narragansett  Bay  in  the 
State  of  Rhode  Island,  and  that  the  said  City  of  Providence  is  a  transfer  point 
at  which  The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company  transfen 
passengers  and  property  carried  or  shipped  from  the  City  of  Boston,  Massa- 
chusetts, and  other  New  England  cities,  to  The  New  England  Steamship 
Company,  for  carriage  or  shipment  to  New  York  City  and  other  points  be- 
yond, and  where  the  said  The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad 
Company  recdves  passengers  and  property  from  the  boats  of  The  New  Eng- 
land Steamship  Company  travelling  and  proceeding  from  New  York  City 
and  other  points  for  carriage  and  shipment  to  the  City  of  Boston,  Massadiu- 
setts,  and  other  New  England  cities,  upon  its  raiboad,  and  that  such  transfer 
is  made  under  through  routing  agreements  or  arrangements  between  the  sakl 
Railroad  Company  and  the  said  Steamship  Company  under  through  rates 
and  divisions  in  force  between  said  Railroad  Company  and  Steamship  Com- 
pany. 

(V.)  That  the  said  Colonial  Navigation  Company  has  requested  The  New 
York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company,  in  writing,  to  give  to  it 
the  same  facilities  as  to  through  ticketing  and  routing  as  granted  to  The  New 
England  Steamship  Company,  and  to  join  with  it  in  an  arrangement  for 
through  ticketing  of  passengers  and  checking  of  baggage  between  the  City  of 
New  York  and  the  City  of  Boston  and  otho*  New  England  cities  located  on 
the  line  of  said  Railroad  Company  via  the  City  of  Providence  and  for  the 
through  ticketing  of  passengers  and  through  checking  of  baggage  between 
the  City  of  Boston,  Massachusetts,  and  other  cities  and  towns  located  on  the 
lines  of  the  said  Railroad  Company  in  various  New  England  States  and  via 
the  City  of  Providence  to  New  York  City,  and  that  The  New  York,  New 
Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company  has  declined  and  refused  to  enter  into 
such  an  agreement  with  the  Colonial  Navigation  Company  and  to  pennit  the 
through  routing  of  passengers  and  baggage  as  aforestud,  although  the  said 
Colonial  Navigation  Company  is  willing  to  allow  to  the  said  New  York,  New 
Haven  ic  Hartford  Railroad  Company  as  its  share  of  the  receipts  for  such 
transportation,  the  full  rate  published  by  the  said  New  York,  New  Haven  A 
Hartford  Railroad  Company  and  in  force  between  the  City  of  Providence, 
R.  I.,  and  the  City  of  Boston,  Massachusetts,  and  other  New  England  cities, 
and  although  the  said  Colonial  Navigation  Company  is  willing  in  addition  to 
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assume  all  expenses  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  baggage  between 
its  boats  and  the  station  of  the  said  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Rail- 
road Company,  and  despite  the  fact  that  the  said  New  York,  New  Haven  & 
Hartford  Railroad  Ck)mpany  is  offering  such  facilities  to  through  routing  and 
ticketing  to  the  New  England  Steamship  Company  as  aforesaid,  by  way  of  the 
ports  of  the  City  of  Providence,  R.  I.,  Fall  River,  Massachusetts,  and  New 
London,  Connecticut. 

(VI.)  By  reason  of  the  failure  and  refusal  of  the  New  York,  New  Haven  & 
Hart>ford  Railroad  Company  to  grant  such  equal  facilities  and  to  oiter  into 
such  agreement  for  through  routing  and  ticketing,  it  is  and  has  been  subject- 
ing your  petitioner  to  unjust  discrimination  in  violation  of  sections  1,  2  and  3 
of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  approved  February  4th,  1887,  and  the 
acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplemental  thereto. 

(VII.)  That  this  petitioner  has  made  no  previous  application  to  this  Com- 
mission for  relief  in  the  matter,  nor  is  there  any  action  in  law  or  in  equity  by 
the  petitioner  against  the  respondent  now  pending,  in  reference  to  the  same. 

Wherefore,  the  petitioner  pnys  that  the  respondent  be  required  to  answer 
the  charge  herein,  and  that  after  due  hearing  and  investigation,  an  ordar  be 
made  commanding  and  directing  the  said  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hart- 
ford Railroad  Company  to  cease  and  desist  from  said  violations  of  the  Act  to 
Regulate  Commerce  as  aforesaid,  and  directing  the  said  respondent  to  estab- 
lish a  through  routing  and  ticketing  in  connection  with  your  petitioner's  line 
between  the  City  of  New  York  and  the  City  of  Boston  and  other  cities  in  the 
New  England  States,  upon  the  respondent's  line  or  lines  of  railroad  by  way  of 
Providence,  R.  I.,  for  the  through  ticketing  of  passeng^is,  through  checking 
of  baggage,  and  providing  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  such  through 
route  shall  be  operated,  and  for  such  other  and  further  order  as  the  Commis- 
sion may  deem  just  and  proper  in  the  premises  and  petitioner's  cause  may 
appear  to  require. 

Dated,  New  York,  April  15th,  1913. 

Colonial  Navigation  Company. 


^'   Iss  • 


State  of  New  York, 
County  of  New  York. 

James  A.  Joy,  being  duly  sworn  deposes  and  says  that  he  is  Vice-President 
of  Colonial  Navigation  Company,  the  petitioner  herein;  that  he  has  read  the 
foregoing  petition  subscribed  by  him  and  knows  the  contents  thereof;  that  the 
same  is  true  of  his  own  knowledge  except  as  to  those  matters  which  are  herein 
stated  to  be  alleged  on  information  and  belief,  and  that  as  to  those  matters  he 
believes  it  to  be  true.  That  the  reason  this  verification  is  made  by  deponent 
and  not  by  the  complainant  is  that  the  petitioner  is  a  corporation,  and  de- 
ponent has  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  stated  in  said  petition. 

James  A.  Jot. 

Sworn  before  me  this 
16th  day  of  April,  1913. 

C.  S.  BOSTWICK, 

Notary  Public  No.  410. 
New  York  Co. 
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No.  8.  Answer  of  Respondents  in  that  Proceeding 

THE  INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION 

Docket  No.  5733 

Colonial    Navigation    Company 

vs. 

The  New  York,  New  Haven  & 

Hartford  Railroad  Company. 

Answer  of  the  Respondent 

The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company 

The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Raiboad  Company,  the  respondent 
in  the  above  entitled  cause,  without  admitting  any  of  the  allegations  contained 
in  the  said  complaint  while  reserving  to  itself  the  right  hereafter  to  deny  both 
generally  and  specifically  any  and  all  of  said  allegations,  respectfully  alleges 
that  this  Honorable  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction  to  take  any  action  in 
this  case  in  respect  to  the  establishment,  through  routing  and  ticketing  as 
prayed  by  the  complainant  herein. 

In  proof  of  lack  of  jurisdiction  of  this  Honorable  Commission  to  make  any 
order  upon  this  complaint  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  The  New  York, 
New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company  would  refer  to  various  schedules 
filed  with  this  Honorable  Commission  showing  that  it  is  now  and  for  a  long 
time  has  been  furnishing  through  transportation  for  passengers  and  their  bag- 
gage by  the  system  of  transportation  controlled  by  it  between  all  the  termini 
between  which  this  complainant  asks  for  the  establishmoit  of  throu^  arrange- 
ments. Some  of  these  routes  are  shorter  than  the  routes  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished by  this  complainant,  and  none  of  them  are  unreasonably  long  as  com- 
pared with  that  for  which  the  petitioner  prays.  In  the  case  of  certain  of  these 
routes  between  the  termini  in  question  respondent  itself  performs  all  of  the 
transportation  over  its  own  railroad  lines,  and  in  the  case  of  others  part  of 
the  transportation  is  performed  by  water  lines  operated  by  corporations  whidi 
it  controls. 

Therefore  to  order  the  establishment  of  through  routes  embracing  the  lines 
of  the  complainant  between  the  points  prayed  would  be  to  require- in  the  face 
of  the  explicit  limitation  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Honorable  Commission 
the  respondent  without  its  consent  to  take  less  than  the*  oi tire  transportation 
which  it  is  now  performing  between  the  termini  named  by  the  aforesud  routes. 
Whatever  hardship  if  any,  the  complainant  may  feel  it  is  suffering  by  not  being 
able  to  take  away  from  the  respondent  the  business  which  it  is  doing  by  divert- 
ing that  business  to  the  lines  of  the  complainant  constitutes  no  inquiry  cog- 
nizable by  the  law. 

Wherefore  The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company  re- 
spectfully asks  that  the  above  entitled  complaint  be  dismissed  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  this  Honorable  Commission  to  compel  this  respondent  under 
the  circumstances  set  forth  to  do  any  of  the  things  for  which  this  complainant 
prays. 
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Without  waiving  any  of  its  rights  under  the  above  answer  or  without  prej- 
udice to  its  rights  to  urge  other  grounds  of  lack  of  jurisdiction  at  other  times, 
The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Raiht)ad  Company,  the  respondent 
herein,  for  answer  in  this  proceeding  respectfully  states: 

1.  That  as  to  Paragraph  I  said  respondent  has  no  information,  and  there- 
fore leaves  proof  of  the  same  to  the  complainant. 

2.  That  Paragraph  II  is  admitted,  but  for  further  answer  the  respondent 
says  that  not  only  is  it  a  common  carrier  engaged  in  the  transportation  of 
passengers  and  property  between  the  city  of  Providence  therein  mentioned  and 
the  various  cities  and  towns  in  the  New  England  states  by  the  railroads  owned 
and  operated  by  it  but  that  between  all  the  said  cities  and  towns  in  the  New 
England  states  and  the  city  of  New  York  it  is  engaged  in  the  transportation 
of  passengers  and  property  by  continuous  carriage  wholly  by  the  railroad  lines 
owned  and  operated  by  it. 

3.  That  Paragraph  III  is  admitted,  but  for  further  answer  the  respondent 
says  that  the  New  England  Steamship  Company  is  controlled  by  The  New 
York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company  and  that  the  said  New 
England  Steamship  Company  is  operated  in  conjunction  with  The  New  York, 
New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company. 

4.  That  Paragraph  IV  is  admitted  subject  to  the  further  answer  that  dur- 
ing all  times  when  the  New  England  Steamship  Company  maintains  service 
between  the  said  city  of  Providence  and  the  said  city  of  New  York  The  New 
York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company  discharges  for  and  receives 
from  the  New  England  Steamship  Company  at  a  wharf  used  by  the  said  com- 
pj^nies  where  the  rail  lines  of  the  railroad  company  and  the  water  lines  of  the 
steamship  company  connect,  passengers  and  property  pursuant  to  routes  es- 
tablished between  the  railroad  company  and  the  steamship  company  between 
all  points  as  to  which  the  petitioner  asks  for  the  making  of  additional  through 
routes. 

5.  That  Paragraph  V  is  admitted  subject  to  the  further  answer  that  the 
respondent  by  various  routes  by  its  own  railroad  lines  exclusively  as  well  as 
by  various  routes  established  by  agreement  between  the  respondent  company 
and  the  steamship  companies  controlled  by  it  is  furnishing  through  service  or 
participating  in  through  routes  between  the  termini  in  question  which  when 
not  actually  shorter  are  reasonably  short  as  compared  with  the  through  route 
which  the  complainant  asks  to  have  established. 

6.  That  Paragraph  VI  is  denied,  the  respondent  maintaining  that  neither 
by  any  matters  alleged  in  this  complaint  nor  by  any  act  of  this  respondent 
otherwise  has  this  complainant  been  subjected  to  unjust  discrimination  of  any 
sort  in  violation  of  sections  1, 2,  or  3  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce  approved 
February  4th,  1887  and  the  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplemental 
thereto,  and  in  particular  this  respondent  denies  that  this  complainant  can 
claim  whatever  rights  if  any,  a  connecting  carrier  may  have  to  complain  of 
discriminatory  treatment  since  this  complainant  cannot  be  regarded  fairly 
as  a  connecting  carrier  as  it  does  not  by  its  water  lines  approach  within  a 
mile  of  that  point  where  this  respondent  forwards  and  receives  passengers 
and  goods  not  by  virtue  of  the  ordinary  obligations  existing  between  connect- 
ing carriers  but  in  conjunction  with  a  water  line  controlled  by  it. 

[1147] 


Appendix  H 

7.  That  as  to  Paragraph  VII  the  respondent  has  no  information,  and  there- 
fore leaves  proof  of  the  same  to  the  complainant. 

8.  And  the  respondent  further  in  answ^ing  says  that  by  section  15  of  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce,  approved  Feb.  4th|  1887  and  the  acts  amoidatQry 
thereof  and  supplemental  thereto  no  company  should  be  required  without  its 
consent  to  enter  into  any  through  route  which  would  compel  it  to  enil»«ee 
in  such  route  substantially  less  than  the  entire  length  of  its  transportation  lines 
lying  between  the  termini  of  such  proposed  through  route,  and  that  if  required 
to  enter  into  the  through  route  asked  by  the  complainant  this  respond^it  or 
companies  controlled  by  it,  would  be  compelled  to  give  up  to  this  complainant 
the  transportation  for  180  miles  or  thereabouts  which  is  now  being  rendered 
in  the  case  of  certain  single  line  routes  exclusively  by  the  railroads  operated 
by  it  and  in  other  cases  by  long  established  through  routes  by  the  water  lines 
of  steamboat  companies  controlled  by  this  respondent  and  operated  in  con- 
nection therewith. 

9.  And  the  respondent  further  submits  to  the  Ck)nmii8sion  that  as  the  r&> 
spondent  \s  furnishing  between  all  the  termini  in  question  by  its  railroad  lines 
and  by  the  water  lines  controlled  by  it  an  excellent  and  diversified  service  by 
all  practicable  routes  and  at  all  convenient  times  at  reasonable  and  appropriate 
rates,  the  Commission  should  not  order  the  establishmait  of  the  route  as 
asked  for  by  the  complaint,  the  addition  to  the  existing  services  of  the  service 
which  the  complainant  desires  to  furnish  not  being  in  the  public  interest.  The 
respondent  would  further  raise  the  question  before  the  Ck)mmis8ion  whether 
it  should  be  compelled  to  allow  the  complainant  to  collect  large  sums  of  money 
by  the  sale  of  tickets  calling  for  transportation  ov^  its  route  without  the 
financial  responsibility  of  .the  complainant  being  established  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Commission. 

10.  And  the  respondent  further  says  that  this  system  of  services  which  it 
has  established  between  the  termini  in  question  is  in  all  respects  adequate  to 
handle  all  of  the  business  moving  between  these  points  and  that  the  rates 
therefore  are  reasonable  for  the  service  rendered  in  every  instance.  By  reason 
of  the  fact  that  all  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  steamship  companies  with  which 
the  through  arrangements  are  made  is  so  held  as  to  be  virtually  owned  by  the 
respondent  it  is  immaterial  to  the  revenues  of  the  system  of  tl^e  respondent 
whether  the  business  moves  by  its  own  railroad  lines  or  by  the  water  lines 
thus  controlled  by  it.  Whereas  if  compelled  to  divide  its  rev(»ues  with  the 
complainant  the  loss  of  revenue  of  the  system  of  the  respondent  might  prevent 
it  from  giving  the  present  high  grade  of  service  it  now  renders  between  those 
termini  at  the  present  low  standard  of  rates. 

Whereof  said  respondent  prays  that  the  complaint  in  this  proceeding 
may  be  dismissed: 

The  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company. 
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No.  9.  Bill  to  Enforce  Obdbr  of  the  Commission 


BILL  OF  COMPIAINT 


Intebstatb  Commerce  Commission 

against 
Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company, 
elal. 


In  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 

Stales, 
In  Equity. 


To  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Uoited  States  sitting  in  equity,  etc.  (hereafter 
these  bills  will  be  brought  in  the  Commerce  Court  sitting). 

Your  petitioner  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  which  was  created 
and  established  and  now  exists  undar  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  entitled  an  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  approved  Feb- 
ruary 4,  1887,  as  amended,  etc.  (here  follows  dates  of  amendatory  acts), 
humbly  complaining  showeth: 

(I.)  That  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company  is,  etc.  (here  follow  the 
names  of  the  various  railroad  corporations  made  defendants  with  the  usual 
descriptions). 

(II.)  That  the  defendants  above  named  were  on  the  24th  day  of  July,  1903, 
and  ever  since  have  been  and  still  are  common  carriers  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  and  property  by  railroad  under  joint  through  rates  and 
as  members  of  continuous  through  lines  between  points  in  different  states  of 
the  United  States,  and  particularly  in  the  transportation  of  lumber  from 
lumber-shipping  points  on  their  respective  lines  (etc.),  to  ''Ohio  River  points'' 
(etc.),  and  to  points  north  of  the  Ohio  River  and  on  and  east  of  the  Mississippi 
River,  and  as  such  common  carriers  and  in  respect  to  such  transportation 
were  and  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  to  regulate  commerce 
and  the  amendments  thereto. 

(III.)  That  on  the  said  24th  day  of  July,  1903,  the  Central  Yellow  Pine 
Association,  composed  of  persons,  firms  and  corporations  engaged  in  the 
business  of  handling  yellow  pine  lumber  in  the  States  of  (etc.),  filed,  under 
section  13  of  said  Act  to  Regulate  Conunerce,  a  petition  or  complaint  alleging 
violations  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  of  certain  provisions  of  said  act,  as  at 
large  and  more  fully  appears  in  and  by  the  said  complaint  or  petition  on  file 
in  the  office  of  the  complainant  herein,  a  copy  whereof  is  hereunto  annexed 
and  made  a  part  of  this  bill  of  complaint  as  Exhibit  A;  and  that  a  copy  of 
said  Exhibit  A,  attested  by  the  secretary  of  the  complainant  under  the  seal  of 
the  complainant  was  duly  forwarded  by  the  complainant  to  each  of  said  de- 
fendants, as  required  by  section  13  of  said  act. 

(IV.)  That  on  August  15,  1903,  the  defendants  filed  answers  to  said  com- 
plaint, Exhibit  A  hereto,  as  at  large  and  more  fully  appears  in  and  by  said 
answers  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  complainant  herein,  copies  of  which  are 
hereto  annexed  and  made  parts  of  this  petition  as  Exhibits  from  B  to  F,  both 
inclusive. 

(V.)  That  thereafterwards  the  said  cause  being  at  issue  upon  the  pleadings 
aforesaid,  duly  came  on  for  investigation  and  hearing  before  the  complainant 
herein,  the  said  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  at  (etc.)  on  (etc.)  at  which 
times  and  places  the  parties  complainant  and  defendant  appeared  by  their 
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attorneyB,  or  had  due  notice  to  appear,  and  testimony  was  taken  on  behalf 
of  said  parties. 

(VI.)  That  on  February  7,  1905,  the  complainant  herein  duly  determined 
the  matter  in  controversy  between  the  said  parties  before  it  and  made  a  re- 
port in  writing  in  respect  thereof  setting  forth  its  findings  of  fact  and  its  con- 
clusions based  on  said  findings,  namely,  that  an  advance  made  April  15,  1903, 
by  all  the  defendants  from,  etc.  (the  shipping  points  named),  to,  etc.  (the 
Ohio  River  points  named)  of  2  cents  in  the  rate  on  lumber  in  car  loads  was 
not  warranted  and  that  the  resultant  increased  rates  were  unreasonable  and 
unjust,  in  violation  of  the  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,  as  at  large  and  more 
fully  appears  in  and  by  the  said  report  of  the  complainant,  a  copy  whereof 
is  hereunto  annexed  and  made  part  of  this  petition  or  bill  of  complaint  as 
Exhibit  G. 

(VII.)  That  forthwith  upon  the  determination  of  said  cause  as  aforesaid  on, 
to  wit:  said  7th  day  of  February,  1905,  the  complainant  duly  formulated  an 
order  and  notice  in  the  premises  based  upon  its  findings  and  conclusions,  re- 
quiring the  defendants  to  cease  and  desist  on  or  before  April  1,  1905,  from 
further  maintaining  or  enforcing  the  said  unlawful  advance  of  2  cents  per  100 
pounds,  or  the  said  unlawful  rates  resulting  therefrom  as  aforesaid,  which 
said  order  now  remains  in  full  force  and  effect,  and  a  copy  whereof  is  hereunto 
annexed  and  made  part  of  this  bill  of  complaint  as  Exhibit  H,  etc. 

(VIII.)  That  the  complainant  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the  law  in 
this  regard  duly  caused  a  properly  authenticated  copy  of  its  said  rqx>rt. 
Exhibit  G  hereunto,  together  with  its  said  order  Exhibit  H  hereunto,  to  be 
delivered  to  said  defendants  herein,  and  complainant  shows  that  the  said  de- 
fendants, unmindful  of  their  duty  in  that  regard,  have,  through  their  officers, 
servants  and  attorneys,  wholly  disregarded  and  set  at  naught  said  order  of 
the  complainant,  Exhibit  H  hereto,  and  have  willfully  and  knowingly  violated 
and  disobeyed  the  same,  and  still  do  neglect  and  refuse  to  comply  with  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof. 

(IX.)  And  the  complainant  charges  that  the  said  advance  of  2  cents  in  the 
said  lumber  rates  was  and  is  unwarranted  and  has  resulted  in  rates  exoeasive, 
unreasonable  and  unjust  in  violation  of  the  act  to  regulate  commerce. 

(X.)  Wherefore  the  complainant  prays: 

1.  That  a  subpoena  or  other  suitable  process  may  issue  according  to  the 
course  of  equity  (etc.). 

2.  That  an  order  be  made  by  this  honorable  court  directing  the  method  of 
service  of  notice  (etc.). 

3.  That  proper  orders  may  be  passed  pending  the  cause  as  wnll  secure  a 
speedy  hearing  (etc.). 

4.  That  proper  orders  to  facilitate  inquiries  be  made  (etc.). 

5.  That  upon  the  final  hearing  hereof  a  decree  may  be  entered  granting  to 
complainant  a  writ  of  injimction  or  other  proper  process,  mandatory  or  other- 
wise, to  restrain  the  said  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  and  their  respective 
officers,  servants  and  agents,  from  further  continuing  in  their  violation  of  and 
disobedience  to  the  said  order  of  the  Commission. 

6.  That  a  decree  may  be  entered  fixing  a  sum  not  exceeding  1500  per  day, 
for  every  day  of  disobedience  to  the  injunction  (etc.). 

[1150] 


Appendix  H 

7.  That  a  decree  may  be  entered  requiring  the  said  defendants  to  pay  the 
costs  of  this  proceeding  and  reasonable  counsel  fees. 

8.  For  such  other  and  further  relief  in  the  premises  as  to  the  court  may 
seem  meet  and  just  and  the  equities  of  the  case  may  require. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
by  Edw.  A.  Moseley, 

The  Secretary  thereof,  thereto  duly  authorized. 

No.  10.  Bill  to  Enjoin  Order  of  the  Commission 

BILL  OF  complaint 


The  Chicago  &  Alton  Railroad 
CoMPANT,  Complainant, 
against 
The  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion, Defendant. 


In  Equity, 


To  the  Honorable  the  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  within  and 

for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois: 

The  Chicago  &  Alton  Railroad  Company,  a  corporation  organized  and  ex- 
isting under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  brings  this  its 
bill  against  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  established  and  existing 
under  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  there- 
upon your  orator  complains  and  says: 

That  the  Chicago  &  Alton  Railroad  Company  is  a  corporation  duly  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois;  that  the  defendant,  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  had  been  created  and  exists,  and  during  all  the  time 
herein  mentioned,  has  existed,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  entitled,  ''An  Act  to  Regulate  Commerce,''  approved 
February  4, 1887,  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof. 

Your  orator  further  avers  that  it  has  its  principal  operating  office  in  the 
city  of  Chicago,  Northern  District  of  Illinois,  Extern  Division. 

Your  orator  further  avers  that  the  Chicago  &  Alton  dailroad  Company,  is 
a  common  carrier,  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  property  by  railroad  from 
and  to  points  in  various  States  and  Territories  of  these  United  States  to  and 
from  points  within  the  States  of  Illinois  and  Missouri;  that  your  orator  is 
engaged  and  has  been  so  engaged  since  the  29th  day  of  April,  1908,  in  the 
transportation  of  commercial  coal  from  the  points  within  the  States  of  Illinois 
and  Missouri  to  points  to  the  same  States  and  beyond;  that  numerous  coal 
mines  are  located  on  and  along  your  orator's  line,  within  the  States  of  Illinois 
and  Missouri,  and  principally  within  the  State  of  Illinois;  that  these  mines 
ship  large  quantities  of  commercial  coal  by  your  orator's  line  to  consignees  at 
different  points  upon  the  lines  of  other  common  carriers;  that  your  orator  for 
the  accommodation  of  this  commercial  coal  traffic,  owns  and  operates  3,037 
gondola  coal  cars;  that  when  requested  by  the  consignor  or  consignee,  it  fur- 
nishes in  addition  box  cars  for  the  transportation  of  coal;  that  its  said  3,037 
gondola  cars  and  such  box  car  (xjuipment  as  may  be  desired  by  the  shippers 
are  sufficient  at  all  ordinary  times  to  transport  all  commercial  coal  tendered 
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to  your  orator  for  shipment  from  the  mines  to  consignees  at  ▼arious  pointB 
upon  your  orator's  line  and  beyond. 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  stated  that  the  railroad  has  380  ^>eeial 
fuel  cars  of  its  own  which  it  utilizes  exclusively  to  get  its  necessary  fud  from 
the  mines  on  its  line). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  stated  that  the  coal  thus  taken  in  fuel 
cars  is  not  put  into  the  course  of  commerce  at  all). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that  at  certain  periods  of  the  year,  to  wit,  in  the 
early  winter  months,  there  is  a  shortage  of  equipment  for  hauling  commercial 
shipments  of  coal  from  mines  along  your  orator's  railroad;  that  at  times  of  such 
car  shortage  your  orator  furnishes  various  mines  along  its  line  with  oomnoer- 
cial  equipment  pro  rata  in  accordance  with  a  certain  circular  bearing  date 
October  17,  1006,  effective  November  1,  1006,  and  now  in  full  force  upon 
your  orator's  line,  said  circular  being  in  words  and  figures  as  follows — here 
the  rules  governing  the  distribution  of  cars  to  coal  mines  contained  in  said 
circular  are  set  forth  in  full,  providing  among  other  things  that  fuel  care  will 
not  be  computed  in  assigning  the  quota  of  system  cars). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that  on,  to  wit,  the  27th  day  of  April,  1906,  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  entered  an  order  requiring  your  orator  to 
cease  and  exist  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  July,  1008,  and  during  a  period  of 
at  least  two  years  thereafter  from  maintaining  and  enforcing  the  present  prac- 
tice of  coal  car  distribution  along  its  line  of  railroad,  said  order  being  in  worda 
and  figures  as  follows: — ^to  wit, — here  follows  the  ord^  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Commission  directing  that  fuel  cars  shall  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
making  the  allotment). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that  a  copy  of  said  order  was  duly  served  upon 
a  principal  officer  of  your  orator  at  his  usual  place  of  business). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that  the  said  order  of  the  said  defendant  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  was  made  upon  a  complaint  filed  with 
said  body  by  the  Illinois  CoUieries  Company;  that  subsequent  to  the  filing  of 
said  complaint,  an  answer  was  filed  by  your  orator  and  testimony  adduced 
by  the  said  parties). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that,  in  requiring  your  orator  to  take  into  con- 
sideration its  own  fuel  cars  in  determining  the  distribution  of  coal  cars  aoMmg 
the  various  mines  along  its  line  and  to  count  as  a  part  of  the  propcnrtum  of 
the  mine,  such  cars  as  are  consigned  for  your  orator's  own  fuel,  is  unreasonable, 
unjust,  oppressive  and  unlawful  in  that,  etc.). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  claimed  that  the  practice  of  car  dis- 
tribution is  not  subject  to  regulation  by  the  Interstate  Conuneroe  Com- 
mission). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  claimed  that  the  practice  sought  to  be 
established  by  the  Interstate  Conmierce  ConomisBion  is  not  within  its  juris- 
diction). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  claimed  that  there  is  no  unreasonable 
discrimination  by  the  non-counting  of  the  orator's  fuel  cars). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  claimed  that  the  fuel  cars  are  not  part 
of  its  commercial  equipment). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  claimed  that  the  order  of  the  Interstate 
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Commerce  Commiflsion  is  an  unreasonable  discrimination  against  mine  sup- 
plying it  with  coal). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that  the  order  limits  the  amount  of  coal  to  be 
mined,  a  matter  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commission). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (here  it  is  pointed  out  that  the  orator's  own  fuel 
supply  does  not  enter  into  commerce). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that  if  the  said  order  of  the  said  defendant,  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  is  allowed  to  become  effective  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits  against  it  will  be  caused). 

Your  orator  further  avers  (that  the  acts  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission in  which  it  intends  to  persist  are  contrary  to  equity  and  tend  to  the 
manifest  injury  of  the  orator). 

Your  orator  therefore  prays  that  upon  the  filing  of  this  bill  a  temporary  or 
interlocutory  order  may  be  entered  herein  suspending  the  said  order  of  the 
said  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  restraining  the  said  Commission 
from  taking  any  steps  or  instituting  any  proceedings  to  enforce  said  order, 
and  that  upon  a  final  hearing  of  this  cause  a  decree  may  be  entered  herein 
enjoining,  setting  aside,  annulling  or  suspending,  the  said  order  of  the  said 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  enforcement 
of  said  order,  and  perpetually  enjoining  to  the  said  defendants  and  its  mem- 
bers or  their  agents,  servants,  and  representatives  from  the  enforcing  of  the 
said  order,  and  from  taking  any  steps  or  taking  any  proceedings  towards  the 
enforcement  of  the  said  order.  Your  orator  further  prays  that  such  other 
and  further  relief  may  be  granted  in  the  premises  as  justice  and  equity  may 
require. 

Your  orator  pra3rs  that  your  honors  may  grant  under  your  orator  the  writ 
of  subpoena  of  the  United  States  of  America  directed  to  the  said  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  commanding  it  on  a  certain  day  and  under  a  certain 
I>enalty  herein  to  be  specified,  personally  to  be  and  appear  before  your  honors 
in  this  honorable  court,  and  then  and  there  full,  true  and  complete  answer  to 
make  to  all  and  singular  the  premises,  but  not  under  oath,  the  answer  under 
oath,  hereby  being  expressly  waived,  and  to  stand  to  and  abide  by  such  order 
or  decree  herein  as  to  your  honors  shall  seem  meet,  and  Agreeable  to  equity  and 
good  conscience. 

And  your  orator  will  ever  pray,  etc. 

Thb  Chicaqg  &  Alton  Railroad  Company, 

By ,  ito  SoUcUorB, 
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ABSORPTION, 

of  lighterage,  740. 

of  tenninal  charges,  743. 

of  switching  charges,  575n. 

of  demurrage,  575n. 

See  Allowamceb. 
A(XX)UNTS, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  950. 

1.  Supervision  of  current  accounting. 

who  must  keep  accounts,  952. 
extent  of  powers  over  accounts,  953. 
methods  of  amortization  accounting,  954. 
depreciation  cannot  be  capitalized,  955. 
writing  off  superseded  property,  956. 
supervision  of  fixed  charges,  957. 
permanent  improvements  out  of  capital,  958. 
absorbing  earnings  in  improvements,  959. 

2.  SeparaHon  of  interstate  accounts. 

apportionment  of  interstate  business,  960. 
methods  of  the  division,  961. 
bases  of  the  proportion,  962. 
apportionment  of  total  expense,  963. 
inherent  difficulties  of  the  problem,  964. 
comparisons  with  interstate  rates,  965. 
supremacy  of  the  federal  gystem,  966. 
discrimination  produced  by  State  action,  967. 

See  Rbports. 

ACT  TO  REGULATE  COMMERCE, 

See  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  POWER, 

See  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

ADMISSIONS, 

See  Evidence. 
ADVANCES  IN  RATES, 

See  Subpenbion  of  Rate  Advances. 

ALLOCATION  OF  COSTS, 

See  Costs. 
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ALLOWANCES, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  160,  710. 

1.  AUowanees  must  he  reasonable, 

undue  prejudice  in  granting  allowances,  731. 
pa3rment  of  transportation  allowances,  731. 
extent  of  statutory  restrictions,  738. 
commission  jurisdiction  over  albwances,  731. 
unjustifiable  differences  in  rates,  732. 
differences  between  tank  rates,  732. 
rental  paid  on  shipper's  cars,  736. 
allowance  for  facilities  furnished,  737. 
allowance  under  color  of  compensation,  737. 
allowance  to  an  elevator  company,  737. 
allowance  of  mileage  for  tank  cars,  737. 
not  above  the  reasonable  cost,  738. 
covering  of  rebates  by  allowances,  811. 

2.  AUowcmces  must  be  scheduled. 

both  rates  must  be  open  to  all,  739. 
such  allowances  as  are  published,  739. 
lighterage  allowance  to  one  shipper,  740. 
allowance  to  one  elevator,  741. 
transportation  costing  less  net,  742. 
if  a  switching  service  is  included,  743. 
allowances  for  facilities  closely  scrutinized,  744. 
allowances  to  competing  industries,  743. 
whether  too  advantageous  terms,  744. 
allowances  for  facilities  still  permissible,  745. 
reasonable  allowance  may  be  made,  737. 
all  privileges  must  be  scheduled,  812. 
carriers  must  abide  thereby,  814. 
no  allowances  of  anything  not  in  tariff,  814. 
giving  unpublished  allowance  forbidden,  624. 

See  Discriminations. 
AMENDMENT, 

AMORTIZATION, 


See  Complaint. 
See  Depreciation. 


ANNUAL  CHARGES, 

See  Operating  Expenses,  Accounts. 

ASSOCIATIONS, 

See  Parties. 
AWARD, 

See  Reparation. 

B 

BAGGING  IN  TRANSIT, 

See  Transit  Privilbgbs. 
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BASING  POINTS, 

how  basing  points  are  established,  598. 

how  basing  points  are  justified,  590. 

determination  of  base  rate,  600. 

adding  locals  to  the  basing  rate,  598. 

how  rate  is  constructed,  600. 

near-by  basing  points,  600. 

the  local  rate  back,  599. 

natural  point  for  breaking  rates,  600. 

all  crossings  basing  points,  585. 

no  discrimination  between  the  gateways,  585. 

Creation  of  a  market  by  preferential  rates,  602. 

equalizing  manufactures  in  different  localities,  603. 

if  basing  point  is  established,  603. 

the  basing  point  system,  808. 

sanction  to  rate  systems,  808. 

See  Discbiminationb;  Local  Rate  Strugtubb. 

BELT  LINES, 

See  SwiTCHiNQ. 
BETTERMENTS, 

expense  of  equipment  and  maintenance,  352. 

cost  of  rolling  stock,  353. 

improvement  of  existing  plant,  356. 

betterments  considered  as  maintaiance,  355. 

replacement  considered  as  repair,  357. 

permanent  improvements  should  not  be  annual  charge,  358. 

new  construction  should  be  charged  to  ci^iital,  359. 

new  construction  not  an  operating  expense,  360. 

betterment  out  of  income,  361. 

permanent  improvements  out  of  ci^iital,  958. 

absorbing  earnings  in  improvements,  959. 

allowance  for  unremunerative  betterments^  260. 

See  Accounts,  Dbpbbciation. 

BILL  OF  LADING, 

stipulations  in  bills  of  lading,  834. 
limitation  of  liability  thereon,  835. 
See  CoNNBCTiNQ  Carriage,  Joint  Rates,  Schedules  of  Rates,  iNTBBflTATB 

Commerce. 

BONDS, 

bonded  indebtedness  beyond  present  values,  265. 
market  value  of  securities,  266. 
existing  capitalization  hardly  excessive,  272. 
how  property  is  bonded,  262. 

See  Capitalization,  Percentage  of  Return. 

BRANCHES, 

See  Rate  Structure. 
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BRIDGES, 

what  companies  obliged  to  report,  052. 
when  bri<^se8  under  the  Act,  160. 
bridge  company  not  common  carrier,  174. 
absorbing  a  bridge  charge,  174. 
viaduct  approaches,  174. 

BULK, 

See  Clasbification. 
BURDEN  OF  PROOF, 

burden  of  establishing  case,  1122. 
complainant  has  the  burden,  1122. 
burden  of  justifying  advances,  1123. 
suspended  advance  upon  carriers,  1123. 

See  EviDBNCB,  Pbocbdubb. 

C 

CAPITALIZATION, 

1.  Original  cost. 

various  theories  as  to  proper  capitalization,  251. 
actual  investment  entitled  to  return,  252. 
cost  of  proper  facilities,  253. 
what  is  the  actual  cost,  254. 
cost  enhanced  by  fraudulent  contract,  255. 
construction  now  thought  unwise,  256. 
equipment  long  since  superseded,  257. 
portion  of  plant  not  now  utilised,  558. 
treatment  of  outside  investments,  250. 
allowance  for  unremunerativc  betterments,  260. 
contributions  made  by  the  State,  261. 

2.  Outstanding  capUalizaiion, 

capitalization  outstanding,  262. 

nominal  capitalization,  263. 

stock  issues  often  deceptive,  264. 

bonded  indebtedness  beyond  present  values,  265. 

market  value  of  securities,  266. 

securities  issued  upon  reorganization,  267. 

capitalization  authorized  by  public  authorities,  268. 

the  problem  of  watered  stock,  260. 

property  acquired  from  surplus  earnings,  270. 

inquiry  into  foregone  profits,  271. 

existing  capitalization  hardly  excessive,  272. 

3.  Present  value. 

power  to  set  aside  a  statutory  rate,  273. 
constitutional  requirements,  274. 
original  cost  as  affecting  present  value,  275. 
going  value,  276. 
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CSAPITALIZATION— Contfntied 
franchise  values,  277. 
purchase  value,  278. 
tax  appraisals,  279. 
development  cost,  280. 
capitalised  rights,  281. 
4.  Cott  €j[  reproductUm. 

rule  of  some  State  courts,  285. 
methods  of  certain  commissions,  286. 
the  Federal  courts  opposed,  287. 
explanation  of  these  decisions,  288. 
condition  of  the  plant  itself,  289. 
what  physical  reproduction  means,  290. 
identical  reproduction,  291. 
intervening  conditions,  292. 
piec&-meal  construction,  293. 
cost  of  building  up  the  business,  296. 
See  Constitutional  Law,  Bonos,  Stocks,  Valuation. 

CAR  RENTAU3, 

See  Discbiminationb. 

CARLOADS  AND  L.  C.  L., 

1.  Dijjererd  cUMsificaJtUm  of  C.  L.  and  L.  C.  L. 

di£ferent  classification  and  rating,  530. 

when  difference  in  classification  is  required,  531. 

minimum  carloads,  532. 

minimum  carload  regulations,  533. 

mixed  carloads,  534. 

shipment  permitting  greater  carload,  535. 

trainloads  problematical,  536. 

traffic  handled  in  special  trains,  537. 

car  loaded  by  several  shippers,  538. 

commission  rulings  upon  special  ratings,  539. 

car  sizes,  540. 

special  cars  not  necessary,  541. 

2.  Whether  difference  between  C.  L,  €md  L.  C.  L.  discriminatory, 

powers  of  the  Commission,  721n. 
shipment  in  carloads,  721. 
advantages  of  carload  traffic,  722. 
permission  to  mix  carloads,  723. 
lower  rates  for  shipments  in  bulk,  724. 
barrel  oil  compared  with  tank,  724. 
shipments  in  trainloads  problematical,  725. 
differential  between  C.  L.  and  L.  C.  L.,  728. 
economical  use  of  the  tank  car,  729. 
concessions  to  shippers  in  bulk  considered,  733. 
railroad  without  tank  cars,  734. 

See  CLABSincAnoN,  Dibcbuiination. 
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CARRIERS  OF  GOODS, 

See  Common  Carriage. 

CARRIERS  OF  PASSENGERS, 

See  Passenger  Carriage. 

CARS, 

See  Facilities. 

CARTAGE, 

See  T&ansvbe. 
CLASSIFICATION, 

1.  Methods  of  ckunficoHon. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  480. 
prevalenoe  of  classification,  481. 
the  meaning  of  classification,  482. 
classification  establishing  the  rate,  483. 
the  necessity  of  a  proper  classification,  484. 
classification  a  convenience  in  rate  fixing,  485. 
history  of  classification  in  the  United  States,  486. 
uniformity  of  classification  attempted,  487. 
classification  necessarily  imperfect,  488. 
classification  not  unduly  minute,  489. 
extra  class  divisions,  490. 
commodity  rates,  491. 

2.  General  jninciples  of  claasiftfing. 

method  of  classification,  492. 

interpretation  of  the  classification  sheet,  493. 

influences  determining  classification,  494. 

adjustment  of  business  to  classification,  496. 

classification  according  to  representations,  496. 

bases  of  classifying  goods,  497. 

justification  for  making  classification,  498. 

reasonableness  of  classification  requisite,  499. 

classification  not  determined  by  particular  commodity,  501. 

jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  502. 

relief  from  improper  classifications,  503. 

low-grade  commodities,  504. 

high-grade  manufactures,  505. 

3.  Comparison  of  commodities. 

elements  in  comparison  of  commodities,  506. 

like  classification  for  similar  goods,  507. 

a  proper  rate  involves  classification,  500. 

differoit  classification  for  dissimilar  goods,  506. 

certain  commodities  compared,  509. 

difference  between  commodities,  516. 

raw  material  and  manufactured  products,  517. 

4.  Difference  hettveen  commodities  carried. 

classification  based  on  the  package,  518. 
business  expensive  to  handle,  519. 
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CLASSIFICATION— CoiUint4«d 

shipment  in  more  convenient  form,  520. 

perishable  freight,  521. 

less  than  usual  care  required,  522. 

unusual  care  in  handling  required,  523. 

classification  based  on  volume,  524. 

large  volume  of  traffic,  525. 

value  of  the  goods,  526. 

bases  of  comparing  values  of  goods,  528. 

differing  value  of  same  kind  of  freight,  529. 
See  Rates,  Discriuinatigns. 
CLAYTON  ACT, 

See  HiSTOBT  of  Statutort  Requlations. 

CLEANING  IN  TRANSIT, 

See  Transit  Privilegbs. 

COMBINATIONS  OF  CARRIERS, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  950. 
complications  in  case  of  systems,  370. 

(1)  long  term  lease,  370. 

(2)  consolidating  company,  370. 

(3)  traffic  agreement,  370. 

(4)  complete  consolidation,  370. 

divisions  as  integral  parts  of  the  whole  system,  371. 

unprofitable  portions  of  the  line  not  considered,  372. 

systems  considered  as  wholes,  373. 

treatment  of  branch  lines,  374. 

constituent  roads  operated  under  separate  charters,  375. 

rent  of  leased  portions,  376. 

if  rental  becomes  imjustifiable,  377. 

See  PoouNQ. 

COMBINATION  OF  RATES, 

See  Joint  Rates. 
COMMISSION, 

See  Interstate  Coiocerce  Commission. 

COMMODITIES  CLAUSE, 

sale  and  delivery  of  commodities,  644. 
where  a  railroad  buys  supplies,  644. 
policy  of  the  commodities  clause,  645. 
validity  of  the  commodities  clause,  645. 
looking  behind  the  entity,  645. 
controlling  interest  in  the  stock,  645. 

COMMODITY  RATES, 

See  Classification. 

COMMON  CARRIERS, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  160. 
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CX)MMON  CARRIERS— Continued 

1.  Common  carriage. 

the  history  of  the  carrier,  5. 

oommon  carrier  of  goods,  5. 

railroad  companies  are  oommon  caniefBy  182. 

oommon  carriers  as  such,  85. 

carriers  subject  to  the  Act,  184. 

term  *' common  carrier''  defined,  160. 

definitions  of  common  carriers,  186. 

who  is  a  common  carrier,  188. 

public  profession  of  common  carrier,  187. 

how  private  carrier  distinguished,  188. 

commitment  to  public  service,  187. 

what  lines  are  common  carriers,  190. 

duty  to  provide  transportation,  031. 

2.  Public  profession, 

public  railroads,  191. 
private  railroads,  191. 
industrial  railways,  192. 
joint  rates,  193. 
tap  lines,  194. 
plant  facilities,  195. 
line  haul,  196. 
intermingled  service,  197. 

See  Interstate  Cabbobs,  Pubuc  Ddtt. 

COMMUTATION  FARES, 

^^m,«,,»,,r«,^^.  See  Pabsenqbb  Cabbiaqe. 

COMPETITION, 

1.  Competition  no  exctieefor  peraonal  diacrimination, 

whether  concessions  may  be  made  in  competition,  672. 
competitive  conditions  do  not  justify  discriminations,  673. 
reductions  to  get  competitive  business  illegal,  674. 
concessions  to  get  shipments,  675. 
additional  services  performed  for  certain  shippers,  678. 
whether  concessions  may  be  made  to  large  shippers,  680. 
unreasonable  differences  forbidden  by  all  courts,  682. 
reasonable  differences  permitted  by  some  courts,  683. 
prevalent  doctrine  against  reduction,  684. 

2.  CompetUum  jiutifiee  relative  diacrimincUion, 

rates  may  be  made  to  meet  competition,  452. 
competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making,  453. 
policy  for  permitting  competitive  rates,  454. 
rates  low  enough  to  hold  business,  455. 
reduction  below  a  remunerative  basis,  456. 
standard  rate  among  competing  lines,  457. 
competition  not  a  ground  for  raising  rates,  458. 
absence  of  competition  does  not  justify  increase,  459. 
no  obligation  to  meet  competition,  460. 
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COMPETITION— C(mttnM«d 

3.  CampetUUm  affecting  rate  Blructwrt. 

incidents  of  competition,  794. 
actual  or  potential  competition,  793. 
competition  at  a  given  point,  793. 
competitive  forces  focused  at  points,  5S8. 
competition  may  change  relations,  588. 
competitive  conditions  when  shown,  588. 
preserving  competition  in  commodities,  596. 
rate  to  the  competitive  point,  598., 
competitive  points  sometimes  grouped,  599. 
rates  affected  by  water  competition,  600. 
competition  may  be  by  rail,  793. 

4.  CampeHHon  as  a  jusHficdUan. 

competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making,  793. 
allow  to  competition  due  weight,  793. 
competition  sufficient  to  justify,  793. 
competition  at  a  favored  point,  793. 
acute  competitive  conditions,  793. 
between  a  railroad  and  a  waterway,  796. 
rate  forced  by  water  competition,  796. 
non-competitive  rates  must  be  reasonable,  796. 
potential  competition,  799. 
suppression  of  competition  by  agreement,  800. 
suppression  of  competition  by  consolidation,  801. 
carriers  may  refuse  to  make  competitive  rates,  802. 
See  Rates,  Discriminations. 

COMPLAINTS, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  1070. 

must  investigate  any  complaint  forwarded,  1070. 

informal  complaint,  1083. 

commission  should  exhaust  its  activities,  1074. 

individual  rate  during  general  inquiry,  1076. 

statement  of  the  wrong,  1077. 

different  complaints  should  not  be  combined,  1077. 

damages  with  sufficient  definiteness,  1077. 

sufficiency  of  the  complaint,  1078. 

there  are  no  technicalities,  1078. 

sufficient  if  the  complaint  states  issue,  1078. 

amendment  to  complaint,  1080. 

improper  complaints  cannot  be  cured,  1060. 

amendment  in  effect  making  a  new  case,  1060. 

complainant  not  coming  with  clean  hands,  1084. 

scope  of  the  doctrine,  1085. 

See  Procedube,  Interstate  Commerce  Coboossion. 

COMPRESSING  IN  TRANSIT, 

See  Transit  Privilboib. 
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See  DiscRnaNATioNB. 

See  Joint  Rates. 


CONNECTING  CARRIAGE, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  910. 

1.  Basis  of  through  service. 

through  service  may  be  undertaken,  862. 

presumptions  as  to  through  carriage,  863. 

effect  of  the  Carmack  Amendment,  864. 

what  constitutes  connecting  service,  865. 

obligation  of  initial  carrier,  866. 

obligation  of  the  second  carrier,  867. 

duties  as  to  routing,  868. 

fixing  the  blame  for  misrouting,  869. 

carriers  not  compelled  to  bill  through,  870. 

discrimination  forbidden  where  public  duty  involved,  871. 

2.  Facilities  for  interchanging  business. 

physical  connections  at  common  law,  882. 
discrimination  between  connecting  lines,  883. 
extent  of  these  requirements,  884. 
demand  for  connecting  service,  885. 
compulsory  interchange  of  business,  886. 
contracts  with  grain  elevators,  922. 
arrangements  with  stockyards,  923. 
present  scope  of  the  Act,  889. 
duty  to  deliver  to  connections,  890. 
policy  of  recent  legislation,  891. 
carriage  through  in  same  car,  936. 
provision  of  cars  in  through  service,  937. 

See  Joint  Rates. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  CORPORATIONS, 

See  CoHBiNATioi<rB,  Poouno. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW, 

1 .  Protection  from  confiscaHon. 

establishment  of  the  power  to  restrict  charges,  302. 
rates  fixed  must  not  produce  a  deficit,  303. 
reasonable  return  must  be  left,  305. 
general  policy  for  allowing  a  fair  return,  320. 
reductions  ruinous  only  to  certain  companies,  327. 
power  to  set  aside  a  statutory  rate,  273. 
what  statutory  rate  takes  property,  273. 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  308. 
reasonable  profit  upon  each  transaction,  307. 
constitutional  limitations  upon  commission  regulation,  236. 
virtually  confiscation  of  property,  236. 
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reasonable  rates  not  necessarily  profitable,  237. 
when  fair  net  earnings  left,  238. 
less  than  the  average  rate,  238. 
the  out  of  pocket  cost  in,  238. 
possibility  of  increase  of  business,  230. 
amount  of  the  capital  invested,  226. 
fair  profit  on  his  capital,  220. 
tests  of  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule,  22  L 
used  by  the  public  without  just  compensation,  221. 
reasonable  charge  or  system  of  charges,  222. 
reasonableness  of  the  schedule  as  a  whole,  220. 
2.  Right  to  reasonable  charges. 

general  principles  governing  reasonableness,  211. 

limitations  within  which  rates  must  be  made,  213. 

unreasonable  regulation  universally  forbidden,  214. 

interests  of  the  companies  to  be  considered,  216. 

rights  of  the  company  not  ignored,  216. 

interests  of  the  public  to  be  considered,  217. 

more  or  less  conflicting  interests,  218. 

schedule  as  a  whole  may  throw  light,  229. 

bearing  of  tariff  as  a  whole,  230. 

the  entire  schedule  of  rates,  230. 

rule  of  proportionality  in  sharing  costs,  231. 

relation  of  a  particular  rate  to  a  whole  schedule,  223. 

reasonable  share  of  the  burden,  224. 

company  cannot  make  unreasonable  rates,  225. 

company  cannot  justify  exorbitant  profits,  226. 

special  circumstances  affecting  the  particular  rate,  227. 

reasonableness  of  the  separate  rates,  228. 

fair  share  of  the  whole  amount,  228. 

gross  income  from  the  schedule,  229. 

average  cost  always  modified,  232. 

See  Rate  IUmulation  Interstate  Commerce. 

COST  AS  BASIS  OF  RATES, 

cost  of  service  the  basic  test,  385. 

respect  paid  to  the  cost  basis,  384. 

costs  considered  in  determining  comparative  reasonableness,  386. 

the  law  of  increasing  returns,  387. 

length  of  haul  as  a  factor,  388. 

volume  of  traffic  as  a  factor,  390. 

distribution  of  the  burden,  383. 

proper  proportion  of  total  costs,  392. 

allocation  of  joint  costs,  394. 

basis  of  the  proportion,  396. 

average  rate  per  unit  of  service,  397. 

special  conditions  affecting  cost,  404. 
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OOST  AS  BASIS  OF  RATES— CorOiniied 
costs  do  not  determine  rates,  409. 
cost  of  service  for  different  systems,  413. 
cost  of  service  for  di£ferent  parts  of  the  same  system,  414. 

COST  OF  REPRODUCTION, 

See  Capitalization. 

CRIMINAL  PROSECUTION, 

1.  ElemenU  of  the  crime, 

what  amounts  to  a  rebate,  624. 

dummy  transportation  company,  024. 

discount  allowed  to  shippers,  625. 

like  and  contemporaneous  service,  625. 

similar  circumstances  and  conditions,  625. 

less  than  the  schedule,  625. 

published  rate  as  an  absolute  standard,  626. 

statute  provides  a  complete  system,  626. 

''discrimination"  as  used  in  Uie  EUdns  Act,  628. 

exaction  of  a  special  rate,  628. 

devices  for  concealing  preference  unavailing,  630. 

2.  Whether  intent  is  neceaeary. 

what  intent  is  necessary,  634. 

turpitude  or  moral  wrong,  634. 

rebating  must  be  willful,  634. 

certain  unlawful  devices  considered,  631. 

under  the  Elkins  Act,  631. 

fraudulent  schemes  or  devices,  631. 

schemes  to  cover  discrimination,  632. 

criminal  proceedings  for  discrimination,  633. 

charge  under  the  Elkins  Act,  633. 

failure  to  allege  the  payment,  633^ 

acceptance  of  a  concession,  633. 

See  DiSCBIMINATlON. 

D 
DAMAGES, 

See  Reparation. 
DEFAULT, 

See  pROCfiDURB. 
DEFENSES, 

answers  in  defense,  1070. 

technical  defenses  not  favored,  1079. 

answer  which  sets  up  a  justification,  1070. 

responsiveness  to  pleadings,  1061. 

unless  reasonableness  of  rates  is  raised,  1081. 

reparation  for  past  exactions,  1061. 

limitations  of  actions  under  Act,  1110. 
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running  of  the  statute  is  not  bairedy  1110. 
dirnniBBal  when  order  unneoessary,  1111. 
I0CU8  peniterUia  in  order  to  detennine,  1111. 
a  complaint  will  be  dismissed,  1111. 
default  for  failure  to  proceed,  1100. 
if  the  complainant  fails  to  appear,  1100. 
dismiBBal  of  the  complaint,  1101. 
prosecuted  with  reasonable  diligence,  1101. 
stay  of  proceedings,  1102. 
satisfaction  of  complaint,  1103. 

See  Pbocedubb  bbfobb  thb  Goiiu ission. 

DELEGATION  OF  POWER, 

See  Intbrstatb  Commbrcb  Commisbion. 

DEMURRAGE, 

scheduling  of  demurrage  charges,  577. 
contract  in  reference  to  demurrage,  822. 

See  Schedules. 

DEPRECUTION, 

allowance  for  depreciation,  362. 
types  of  depreciation,  303. 
authorities  refusing  to  allow  depreciation,  364. 
renewal  of  equipment  to  offset  depreciation,  365. 
fund  to  repair  depreciation,  366. 
capitalisation  of  past  depreciation,  367. 
payments  into  sinking  fund,  368. 
amortisation  of  franchise  rights,  369. 
depreciation  cannot  be  capitalised,  955. 
writing  off  superseded  property,  956. 
depreciation  is  of  two  kinds,  956. 
methods  of  amortisation  accounting,  954. 
the  straight  line  method,  954. 

DIFFERENTIAI^, 

See  DiscBiMiNATioN,  Local. 

DISCRIMINATION,  ILLEGAL, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  670. 
barter  of  transportation  forbidden,  649,  650. 
1.  Concessions  to  get  business. 

the  same  rate  for  substantially  similar  services,  671. 

concessions  made  in  competition,  672. 

competitive  conditionB  do  not  justify  discriminations,  673. 

reductions  to  get  competitive  business  illegal,  674. 

concessions  to  get  shipments  from  outlying  territory,  675. 

shippers  making  expensive  preparations,  677. 

prevalent  doctrine  against  reduction,  684. 
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DISCRIMINATION,  ILLEGAL— Continued 

reaaonable  diiferenoe  sometimes  permitted,  683. 
umreasonable  differences  now  forbidden,  682. 
unreasonable  differences  universally  forbidden,  681. 
concessions  made  to  large  shippers,  680. 

2.  Concessiona  to  large  ahippers. 

additional  services  performed  for  certain  shippers,  678. 

reductions  to  large  shippers  unjust,  685. 

services  to  large  and  smaU  practically  identical,  686. 

differences  in  amount  of  shipment,  687. 

reductions  to  groups  of  passengers,  688. 

special  kinds  of  passenger  transportation,  689. 

3.  R^Mtea  to  exclusive  skippers. 

lower  rates  formerly  made  to  exclusive  shippers,  690. 
such  discriminations  foster  monopolies,  691. 
shippers  who  agree  to  give  all  their  business,  692. 
consideration  of  the  cost  of  serving,  693. 
shippers  requiring  less  service,  694. 
shippers  who  agree  to  furnish  large  quantities,  69.5. 
charging  other  shippers  more  than  contract  rates,  696. 
competitive  rates  for  through  business,  697. 
previous  or  subsequent  haul,  698. 
other  methods  of  holding  business,  699. 

4.  Concessions  for  special  kinds  of  business. 

different  rates  for  goods,  700. 
such  rates  formerly  allowed,  701. 
repudiation  of  this  doctrine,  702. 
such  differences  now  held  illegal,  703. 
classification  based  upon  use,  704. 
personality  of  shipper,  705. 
restricting  rates  to  certain  purposes,  706. 
when  commodities  are  of  different  character,  707. 
rates  to  certain  classes  of  shippers,  708. 
what  concessions  constitute  discrimination,  658. 
rule  forbidding  personal  discrimination,  621. 

See  Schedules  of  Rates. 

DISCRIMINATION,  JUSTIFIABLE, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  670. 
1.  Reasonable  differences. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  710. 

modification  of  the  rule,  711. 

what  preference  is  undue,  712. 

differences  in  transportation  cost,  713. 

certain  economies  in  operation,  714. 

like  circumstances  and  conditions,  715. 

what  circumstances  can  be  considered,  716. 

differences  in  the  conditions  of  service,  717, 
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DISCRIMINATION,  JUSTIFIABLE— Con/inwed 
proportionate  differences  may  be  made,  718. 
rates  should  not  be  disproportionate,  719. 

2.  SkipmerU  in  more  cofwenierU  timU. 

differences  in  the  character  of  the  service,  720. 
shipment  in  carloads,  721. 
advantages  of  carload  traffic,  722. 
permission  to  mix  carloads,  723. 
lower  rates  for  shipments  in  bulk,  724. 
shipments  in  trainloads  problematical,  725. 
contracts  for  regular  shipments,  726. 
the  basis  of  the  differential,  728. 
comparison  of  bulk  rates,  729. 

3.  Facilities  furnished  by  shippers. 

terminal  facilities  furnished  by  shippers,  730. 
undue  prejudice  in  granting  allowance,  731. 
unjustifiable  differences  in  rates,  732. 
concessions  to  shippers  in  bulk,  733. 
railroad  without  tank  cars,  734. 
transportation  expenses  paid  by  shipper,  735. 
rental  paid  on  shipper's  cars,  736. 
allowance  for  cars  or  facilities  furnished,  737. 

4.  Restriction  to  schedvled  aUouxince. 

extent  of  statutory  restrictions,  629,  738. 

both  rates  must  be  open  to  all,  739. 

lighterage  allowance,  740. 

elevation  charges,  741. 

transit  privileges,  742. 

terminal  allowances,  743. 

allowances  for  facilities,  744. 

where  service  of  different  character,  659. 

where  no  public  service  involved,  760. 

See  Carload  &  L.  C.  L. 

DISCRIMINATION,  LOCALITIES, 

1.  DiscrindncUion  at  common  law  and  under  statute, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  750. 

scope  of  its  principles,  751. 

locality  had  no  right  at  common  law,  752. 

statutory  regulation  of  discrimination  between  localities,  753. 

lower  rate  as  evidence  of  unreasonableness  of  higher,  754. 

weight  to  be  given  to  such  evidence,  755. 

higher  rate  not  necessarily  unreasonable,  756. 

reasonableness  of  rate  per  se  immaterial  under  statute,  757. 

2.  Oeneral  principles  of  statutory  regulation. 

what  discrimination  is  not  unlawful,  758. 
interdependence  of  rates  to  various  localities,  760. 
no  vested  right  in  preferential  rates,  761. 
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DISCRIMINATION,  LOCALITIES— Continued 

diflcrimination  explained  by  local  drcumBtiuioeB,  762. 

difltanoe  as  a  factor  in  rate  making,  763. 

difference  between  through  and  local  rates,  764. 

railroad  rates  tend  towards  a  cost  basis,  765. 

various  sjrstems  of  making  distance  rates,  766. 

burden  upon  the  railroad  to  defend  discriminatory  rates,  767. 

3.  What  constUuUa  undue  prejudice. 

provisions  against  undue  prejudice,  768. 

discrimination  by  means  of  rate  adjustments,  770. 

conditions  which  are  not  dissimilar,  771. 

dissimilarity  of  condition  is  a  question  of  fact,  772. 

discrimination  against  points  off  the  line,  773. 

equalisation  of  value,  777. 

discrimination  against  the  staple  industry,  776. 

relative  discrimination  inconsistent  with  public  duty,  778. 

equalization  of  economic  advantages-^eoonomic  theory,  775. 

equalization  of  economic  advantages — ^legal  practice,  776. 

4.  LoTig  and  short  haul. 

long  and  short  haul  at  common  law,  780. 
statutory  regulations  of  long  and  short  haul,  781. 
legal  justification  of  lower  long-haul  rate,  782. 
The  Fourth  Section  Amendment  of  1910,  783. 
fijeneral  principles  governing  the  Fourth  Section,  785. 
interpretation  of  the  section,  786. 
relief  from  this  section,  787. 
commodity  and  market  competition,  788. 
conditions  justifying  relief  from  the  Fourth  Section,  790. 
interpretation  and  application  of  the  Fourth  Section,  786. 
principles  governing  deviation  from  the  Fourth  Section,  788. 

See  Rate  Stbucturb. 

DISCRIMINATION,  PERSONS, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  610. 

1.  Successive  theories  as  to  dtacrimination. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  610. 

development  of  the  rule,  611. 

nothing  but  reasonableness  once  required,  612. 

no  rule  formerly  against  discrimination  as  such,  613. 

later  rule  against  unreasonable  differences,  614. 

outright  discrimination  neact  condemned,  615. 

exclusiveness  of  the  privilege,  616. 

special  concessions  from  established  rates,  617. 

complainant  charged  more  than  regular  rates,  618. 

all  discrimination  forbidden  by  the  better  view,  619. 

public  injury  by  discriminations,  622. 

2.  What  constitutes  statutory  discrimination. 

policy  of  the  Act,  623. 
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DISCRIMINATION,  PERS0NS-<7<mtt»«ed 
what  amounts  to  a  rebate,  624. 
prohibition  of  special  rates,  625. 
explanation  of  this  policy,  626. 
what  discrimination  is  forbidd^i,  627* 
departure  from  published  rate,  628. 
sanctity  of  the  scheduled  rate,  629. 
devices  for  concealing  preference  unavailing,  630. 
settling  freights  in  debenture  bonds,  915. 
certain  unlawful  devices  considered,  631. 
schemes  to  cover  discrimination,  632. 
necessity  for  the  rule  against  discrimination,  620. 

3.  Established  exceptions  to  rule. 

public  wrong  in  chiving  free  passes,  636. 
passes  prima  facie  discrimination,  637. 
reductions  for  general  classes,  638. 
statutory  exceptions  are  exclusive,  639. 
concession  for  government  business,  641. 
reduction  for  charitable  purposes,  642. 
transportation  for  the  carrier  itself,  643. 
policy  of  the  commodities  clause,  645. 
carriage  for  other  companies,  646. 
no  obligation  to  grant  such  concessions,  647. 
collateral  results  of  illegal  discrimination,  648. 

4.  Other  considerations  for  reductions, 

other  consideration  formerly  considered,  649. 
indefinite  considerations  cannot  be  a  basis,  650. 
concessions  to  those  who  deal  with  the  carrier,  651. 
fostering  the  interests  of  the  carrier,  652. 
barter  of  transportation  forbidden,  653. 
inconsistent  contracts  held  unavailing,  654. 
continuing  contracts  no  justification,  655. 
preference  in  certain  services  permissible,  657. 
whether  executed  contracts  are  diflferent,  656. 

See  Intebstate  Gommmerce  Commission. 
DISMISSAL, 

See  Procedure. 

DISPATCH  COMPANIES, 

dispatch  lines  under  the  Act,  169. 

dispatch  companies  as  common  carriers,  169. 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  CARS, 

See  Facilities. 
DIVIDENDS, 

what  are  reasonable  dividends,  313. 

current  rate  of  return,  314. 

fair  rate  of  return,  315. 

reasonable  profits  sufficiently  safe,  317. 
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profits  divided  not  operating  expense,  325. 
consolidation  of  interest  and  dividends,  326. 
fund  for  payment  of  uniform  dividends,  328. 
larger  returns  in  risky  enterprises,  330. 
hazards  of  the  business  considered,  331. 
rate  of  return  dependent  upon  locality,  335. 
present  tendencies  in  regulation,  337. 

See  Capitalization,  Percentage  of  Return. 

DIVISIONS, 

power  of  the  Commission  to  fix  divisions,  898. 
need  not  pro  rate  on  same  bases,  878. 
how  divisions  are  determined,  899. 
theories  of  basing  divisions,  900. 
constructive  mileage,  901. 

See  Joint  Rates. 
DOCKS, 

See  Wharves. 


E 

ECONOMIC  CONSIDERATIONS, 

See  Rate  Policies. 
ELEVATORS, 

grain  in  transit,  182. 
elevation  services,  182. 
transit  elevation,  183. 
commercial  elevation,  183. 
contracts  with  grain  elevators,  922. 
conduct  of  own  elevator,  189. 
elevator  men  dealing  in  grain,  745. 

ELKINS  ACT, 

See  History  of  Statutory  Regulation. 

EQUALIZATION, 

1.  The  theory  of  equ€Uizalion. 

operation  of  the  principle  of  equalization,  462. 

no  duty  of  a  carrier  to  regulate  markets,  462. 

limitations  upon  the  Commission,  463. 

not  its  function  to  equalize,  463. 

rates  made  from  a  commercial  standpoint,  464. 

carriers  not  obliged  to  equalize  disadvantages,  466. 

protection  of  natural  advantage,  467. 

no  right  to  build  artificial  markets,  468. 

no  equalization  of  patrons,  469. 

equalization  of  advantage  as  a  factor,  470. 

rates  should  not  equalize  differences  in  value,  470. 
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EQUALIZATION— Con/in»4crf 
2.  Scope  of  its  operation. 

beyond  the  legitimate  sphere  of  law,  776. 
overcoming  a  natural  disadvantage,  776. 
Commission  does  not  attempt  to  equalise,  776. 
equalisation  of  values,  778. 
relative  discrimination  thought  inconsistent,  790. 
unduly  prejudicing,  805. 
what  differentials  may  be  allowed,  807. 
no  obligation  to  make  preferential  rates,  809. 

See  Rate  Policies. 

EMPLOYEES, 

See  Operating  Expenses,  Accounts. 

EVIDENCE, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  990,  991,  1030,  1031,  1070,  1071. 

1.  Production  of  emdenee, 

summoning  witnesses  in  general  investigations,  1015. 

testimony  compelled  in  quasi-judicial  proceedings,  1014. 

ordinary  rules  of  evidence  applicable,  1112. 

Commission  is  not  bound,  1113. 

res  adjudicata  before  Commission,  1113. 

insufficient  grounds  for  findings,  1114. 

proof  of  damage  required,  1115. 

privilege  against  self-crimination,  1118. 

a  witness  is  protected,  1118. 

adverse  interest  of  witnesses,  1119. 

testimony  on  both  sides  introduced,  1120. 

production  of  books  and  papers,  1121. 

presumptions  from  voluntary  continuance,  1116. 

admissions  by  making  changes,  1117. 

2.  Weight  of  evidence. 

customary  rate  presumably  reasonable,  444. 

where  a  long-established  rate,  444. 

services  not  justly  compared,  444. 

existence  of  a  rate  prejudices  advance,  444. 

rates  unreasonable  in  themselves,  445. 

what  makes  rates  unreasonable,  446. 

current  rates  for  other  transportation,  447. 

comparison  with  other  rates,  448. 

lines  of  other  and  distinct  carriers,  448. 

comparison  of  one  isolated  inconclusive,  448. 

evidence  inadmissible  unless  conditions  are  silbilar,  449. 

comparison  of  rates  between  different  localities,  450. 

adequate  for  one  not  reasonable  for  another,  450. 

rates  in  one  section  furxysh  no  criterion,  450. 

introduction  of  new  evidence  in  the  courts,  1155. 

findings  of  the  Commission  as  evidence,  1164. 
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EVIDENCE— Conrtntied 

judicial  process  to  enforce  testimon}',  1 157. 
other  lines  operating  in  different  territory,  450. 

See  Procedure. 
EXCLUSIVE  SHIPPERS, 

See  Discrimination,  Personal. 

EXPENDITURES, 

See  Operating  Expenses. 
EXPORT  RATES, 

See  Foreign  Commerce. 

EXPRESS  COMPANIES, 

express  companies  as  common  carriers,  166. 

not  merely  as  forwarders,  166. 

express  business  conducted  by  railroad  itself,  166. 

why  express  service  is  desired,  166. 

practices  of  the  express  companies,  914. 

EXTRA  CHARGES, 

'  general  principles  as  to  additional  charges,  570. 
propriety  of  making  extra  charges,  571. 
freight  should  cover  the  entire  transportation,  572. 
no  separate  charge  for  a  part  of  the  transit,  573. 
charges  for  services  during  transportation,  574. 

See  Rate  Structure. 

F 
FACILITIES, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  160,  910. 

1.  Provision  of  reoMnable  facilities. 

present  jurisdiction  over  service  facilitios,  911. 

not  required  by  original  Act,  920. 

orders  concerning  freight  delivery,  921. 

service  at  private  sidings,  924. 

installing  switches  now  under  the  .\ct,  925. 

basis  for  ordering  switch  connection,  926. 

protection  of  its  terminals,  929. 

basis  of  the  duty  to  supply  equipment,  930. 

Commission  jurisdiction  over  equipment,  931. 

provision  of  special  equipment,  933. 

the  obligation  treated  reasonably,  932. 

any  discriminatory  treatment  forbidden,  927. 

2.  Distribution  of  available  eqiiipmenl. 

demand  forese^i  although  unusual,  934. 
reasonable  time  to  increase  facilities,  935. 
discrimination  in  use  of  cars,  938. 
order  of  preference  between  shippers,  940. 
where  no  preference  justifiable,  941. 
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FACILITIE&— Ccm/iniierf 

basis  of  prorating  care,  942. 
respective  requirements  compared,  943. 
care  needed  by  railroads,  944. 
private  facilities  in  the  apportionment,  945. 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  939. 
plan  of  physical  operation,  1045. 
division  of  care  must  be  published,  815. 
ratings  of  the  various  mines,  815. 

See  iNTEBfiTATB  CCKIOfSBCB  COMMISBION. 

FARES, 

See  Passbnosbs. 

FEDERAL  AND  STATE  JURISDICTION, 

1 .  CcnfiUt  between  federal  and  State  juriediction, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  110. 

power  to  fix  rates  under  the  constitution,  130. 

extent  of  the  federal  jurisdiction,  131. 

power  of  Congress  to  regulate,  142. 

effect  of  action  by  Congress,  143. 

jurisdiction  of  State  and  nation,  144. 

division  of  jurisdiction  normally,  145. 

application  of  regulating  statutes,  146. 

respective  powere  over  service,  147. 

legislation  relating  to  facilities,  148. 

State  legislation  burdening  interstate  commerce,  149. 

exercise  of  the  federal  supervision,  150. 

scope  for  State  police  power,  151. 

2.  Extent  of  the  federal  jurisdidian. 

apportionment  of  interetate  business,  960. 
methods  of  the  division,  961. 
bases  of  the  proportion,  862. 
apportionment  of  total  expense,  963. 
inherent  difficulties  of  the  problem,  964. 
comparisons  with  interetate  rates,  965. 
decisions  in  the  several  States,  965. 
supremacy  of  the  federal  system,  966. 
discrimination  produced  by  State  action,  967. 

3.  Whether  commerce  is  interstate. 

carriage  performed  wholly  within  a  State,  126. 

on  local  bills  of  lading,  126. 

course  of  dealing  between  the  carriere,  123. 

what  the  real  transit,  123. 

traffic  in  movement  between  States,  124. 

whether  a  shipment  is  local  or  foreign,  124. 

essential  character  of  the  commerce,  124. 

through  movement  of  traffic,  124. 

termini  within  a  single  other  State,  125. 
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FEDERAL  AND  STATE  JURISDICTION— Continued 
passing  through  another  State,  125. 
carriage  wholly  within  a  State,  126. 

local  carriage  when  through  transportation  contemplated,  127. 
subsequently  rebilled  beyond  State,  127.. 
an  entirely  independent  course,  127. 
intervening  possession  of  an  independent  sort,  127. 
subsequent  movement  out  of  the  State,  128. 
4.  How  long  it  continues. 

precedent  and  subsequent  transportation,  129. 

ultimate  destination  not  apf>earing,  128. 

nothing  to  connect  the  two  shipments,  128. 

fixing  rates  for  interstate  commerce,  130. 

existence  of  common  arrangement,  132. 

local  carrier  taking  part,  132. 

technical  through  rate  unnecessary,  132. 

shipped  under  a  through  bill,  132. 

rating  need  not  be  joint,  132. 

continuity  of  interstate  shipment,  133. 

no  permitted  device  to  break  up,  133. 

transit  from  beginning  to  end  interstate,  133. 

through  export  bill  of  lading,  134. 

local  carrier  participating  in  through  carriage,  136. 

carriage  continues  to  be  interstate,  136. 

intrastate  part  of  interstate  movement,  137. 

line  of  the  distinction,  138. 

cars  on  an  interchange  track,  138. 

essential  character  of  the  commerce,  138. 

FERRIES, 

ferries  were  conmion  carriers,  160. 
case  of  car  ferries,  174. 
when  ferries  owned  by  railroads,  174. 
position  of  car  ferries,  952. 

FINDINGS, 

See  Procedube. 
FOREIGN  COMMERCE, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  110. 
1.  Export  and  import  rate. 

inland  portion  of  foreign  commerce,  115. 
export  and  import  rates,  117. 
export  rate  is  ordinarily  lower,  117. 
export  and  import  rate  differential,  114. 
continuous  carriage  or  shipment,  114. 
whether  on  through  or  local  bills,  115. 
point  in  a  State  to  a  port,  115. 
moving  under  through  billing,  115. 
no  notation  on  the  bill,  116. 
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FOREIGN  COMMERCE— Conhniied 

foreign  carriers  and  diacrimin&tioiis,  114. 

due  to  competitive  conditions,  117. 

import  rates  regulated  by  competition,  118. 

less  than  his  local  charge  for  the  same  haul,  118. 

export  rates  regulated  by  competition,  119. 

export  rate  may  reasonably  be  less,  119. 

foreign  competition  justifies  necessary  differences,  120. 
2.  Sitch  proportionals  must  be  scheduled. 

export  and  import  rates  scheduled,  117. 

requisites  of  port  proportionals,  1 16. 

must  be  an  open  rate,  115. 

must  include  other  foreign  countries,  116. 

rate  must  be  filed,  115. 

not  applicable  to  goods  billed  locally,  115. 

basis  of  export  rates,  881. 

low  inland  proportional  rate,  881. 

scheduling  of  export  rates,  841. 

applied  only  to  actual,  881. 

position  of  ocean  carriers,  113. 

limitations  upon  export  and  import  rates,  121. 

foreign  carriers,  112. 

adjacent  countries,  112. 

See  Interstate  Commerce. 
FORWARDERS, 

See  Express. 
FREIGHTS, 

See  Rates. 

G 

GROUP  RATES, 

the  group  system  described,  585. 

how  blanket  rates  justified,  585. 

no  legal  right  to  have  groups,  592. 

the  system  of  grouping,  592. 

what  usual  to  group  together,  592. 

distances  considered  in  grouping,  593. 

propriety  of  a  group  rate,  593. 

grouping  must  be  reasonable,  594. 

outside  the  favored  aone,  594. 

blanket  rates  often  approved,  504. 

reasonable  to  establish  aone,  594. 

testing  reasonableness  of  grouping,  595. 

uniform  rate  to  a  group  of  stations,  596. 

commutation  rates  for  suburban  passengers,  597. 

group  rates  based  on  distance,  600. 

extent  of  power  over  grouping,  601. 
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GROUP  nATEQ—Canlinued 

following  out  the  zone  policy,  602. 
all  producers  in  the  group,  770. 
when  blanket  rates  are  compared,  806. 

See  Discrimination,  Local,  Rate  Structubb. 

H 
HACKMEN, 

hackmen  as  common  carriers,  10. 
hackmen  as  connecting  carriers,  865. 

HEARINGS, 

parties  given  opportunities  to  be  heard,  1106. 

cause  will  proceed  judicially,  1106. 

hearing  duly  notified  indispensable,  1 107. 

without  investigation  and  hearing,  1107. 

requisites  as  to  hearings,  1106. 

determined  on  its  own  merits,  1109. 

hearing  under  an  order  for  investigation,  1030. 

recognition  of  these  by  the  Commission,  1023. 

jealous  prot^tion  of  substantial  rights,  1021. 

action  in  accordance  with  evidence,  1020. 

due  process  of  administration,  1020. 

See  Procedure. 
HEPBURN  ACT, 

See  History  of  Statutory  Regulation. 

HISTORY  OF  COMMON-LAW  REGULATION, 

1.  The  early  policy  of  regulation. 

public  callings  and  private  business,  1 . 

the  mediieval  theory  of  State  control,  2. 

the  regulation  of  business  in  the  middle  ages,  3. 

early  differentiation  of  the  public  service  law,  4. 

the  history  of  the  carrier,  5. 

the  position  of  the  wharfinger,  6. 

continuance  of  State  regulation,  7. 

survival  of  the  common  law,  11. 

2.  Persistence  of  State  regulation, 

the  building  of  turnpikes,  13. 
the  era  of  canal  construction,  14. 
the  coming  of  the  railways,  15. 
transportation  facilities  as  a  claas,  16. 
alteration  in  economic  conditions,  17. 
development  in  the  common  law,  18. 
conservative  and  radical  views  of  regulation,  21. 

3.  State  control  of  pubUe  utilities. 

the  public  services  of  the  present  day,  22. 
the  effect  of  natural  monopoly,  23. 
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HISTORY  OF  COMMON-LAW  REGULATION— Con/inwcrf 
difficulty  of  distribution  as  a  factor,  24. 
scarcity  of  advantageous  sites,  25. 
limitation  of  available  time,  26. 
the  public  services  a  necessity,  27. 
economic  limitations  create  public  employment,  28. 
cost  of  the  plant,  29. 
4.  Modem  regulation  of  public  services. 

necessary  regulation  of  virtual  monopoly,  32. 
economic  conditions  at  the  present  time,  33. 
control  of  the  public  services,  34. 
differentiation  of  the  public  service  law,  35. 
unity  of  the  public  service  law,  36. 
the  modem  programme  of  State  control,  37. 

HISTORY  OF  STATUTORY  REGULATION, 

1.  Course  of  legislation  in  England. 

parliamentary  regulation  of  rates,  8. 

persistence  of  the  legislative  power,  10. 

carrier's  liability  before  1830,  52. 

the  carrier's  Act  of  1830,  53. 

the  railway  and  canal  traffic  Act  of  1854,  54. 

the  railway  and  canal  conmiission,  55. 

scope  of  its  powers,  56. 

increase  by  later  amendments,  57. 

influence  of  English  legislation,  58. 

authority  of  English  decisions,  59. 

2.  Legislation  in  the  States. 

restriction  of  prices  in  the  colonies,  9. 

special  restrictions  in  early  charters,  19. 

the  granger  rate  legislation,  60. 

railroad  commissions  of  former  times,  61. 

additions  to  their  powers,  62. 

the  modem  public  service  commissions,  63. 

the  spread  of  the  movement,  64. 

extent  of  their  supervision,  65. 

regulation  of  rates,  66. 

adequacy  of  service,  67. 

keeping  of  accounts,  68. 

issue  of  securities,  69. 

inherent  limitations  upon  commission  action,  103. 

HOLDING  CXDMPANY, 

See  Ck)NSOLIDATION. 


I 

IMPORT  RATES, 

See  Foreign  Commerce. 
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IMPROVEMENTS, 

See  Bettermentb,  Conbtbuction. 
INDICTMENT, 

See  Crime. 
INDUSTRIAL  RAILWAY, 

problem  of  the  industrial  railways,  S5. 

industrial  lines  controlled  financially,  193. 

industrial  railway  may  be  true  common  carrier,  197. 

joint  rates  then  permitted,  193. 

divisions,  if  too  large,  forbidden,  197. 

would  virtually  be  a  rebate,  85. 

exclusively  that  of  a  plant  facility,  197. 

allowance  for  such  plant  facilities,  195. 

See  Common  Carriers. 
INTEREST, 

interest  upon  bonds  protected,  310. 

rates  at  which  governments  can  borrow,  311. 

prevailing  rate  of  interest  allowed,  312. 

fair  rate  of  return,  314. 

current  rate  the  standard,  316. 

return  upon  investments  prevailing,  318. 

more  than  current  rates  not  secured,  323. 

how  interest  payable  is  considered,  324. 

whether  uniform  return  upon  aU  property,  332. 

rate  of  interest  dependent  upon  safety,  333. 

risk  by  reason  of  depreciated  security,  334. 

investment  in  public  service,  336. 

See£oNi>8. 
INTERSTATE  CARRIERS, 

1 .  Transportation  services, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  160. 
railroads,  162. 
water  lines,  163. 
passenger  transportation,  164. 
street  railways,  165. 
express  companies,  166. 
dispatch  lines,  169. 

2.  Other  callings. 

sleeping  car  companies,  167. 
parlor  car  service,  168. 
pipe  hnes,  170. 
telegraph  lines,  171. 
telephone  systems,  172. 
government  services,  173. 
wharfage,  175. 
terminals,  176. 
car  ferries,  952. 
railway  bridges,  952. 
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INTERSTATE  CARRIERS— Continued 

3.  Incidental  services, 

transfer,  174. 

switchiDg,  177. 

lighterage,  178. 

drayage,  179. 

loading,  180. 

refrigeration,  181. 

elevation,  182. 

storage,  183. 

transit  privileges,  184. 

transportation  services,  185,  735. 

term  ''transportation''  in  the  Act,  160. 

facilities  in  the  course  of  transit,  174,  910. 

4.  Whether  an  interstate  carrier. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  166. 

carrier  acting  wholly  within  one  State,  124. 

railroad  participating  in  through  movement,  124. 

carrier  keeping  itself  from  concurrences,  126. 

receiving  no  freight  on  through  bills,  126. 

irrespective  of  common  control,  136. 

operating  wholly  within  a  State,  136. 

if  through  billing  and  rating,  136. 

who  must  file  reports,  952. 

who  must  keep  accounts,  953. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  110. 

1.  Foreign  commerce, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  110. 

scope  of  power  conferred,  111. 

foreign  carriers,  112. 

ocean  carriers,  113. 

foreign  carriers  and  discriminations,  114. 

inland  portion  of  foreign  commerce,  115. 

2.  Interstate  commerce. 

what  are  considered  States,  122. 

what  constitutes  conmierce  between  the  States,  123. 

traffic  in  movement  between  States,  124. 

termini  within  a  single  State,  125. 

carriage  wholly  within  a  State,  126. 

local  carriage  when  through  transportation  contemplated,  127. 

beginning  and  ending  of  interstate  transit,  128. 

precedent  and  subsequent  transportation,  129. 

3.  Continttous  carriage  under  common  control. 

existence  of  common  arrangement,  132. 
continuity  of  interstate  shipment,  133. 
relations  with  water  lines,  134. 
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INTERSTATE  COMMERCE— CofUinaerf 

what  constitutes  continuous  carriage,  135. 
local  carrier  participating  in  through  carriage,  136. 
intrastate  part  of  interstate  movement,  137. 
line  of  the  distinction,  138. 
device  to  break  through  shipment,  139. 
4.  Traffic  rated  moving  through, 

publishing  of  proportional  rates,  140. 

transit  privileges  under  through  arrangements,  141. 

requisites  of  port  proportionals,  116. 

export  and  import  rates,  117. 

import  rates  may  be  regulated  by  competition,  118. 

export  rates  regulated  by  competition,  119. 

foreign  competition  justifies  only  necessary  differences,  120. 

limitations  upon  export  and  import  rates,  121. 

See  Federal  and  State  Jurisdiction. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  ACTS, 

1.  The  eatabliahment  qf  the  federal  commiesum. 

provisions  of  the  Acts,  50. 

development  of  legislative  control,  51. 

the  Interstate  Conmierce  Act  of  1887,  70. 

scope  of  the  original  provisions,  71. 

the  immediate  amendments  found  necessary,  72. 

The  Elkins  Act  of  1903,  73. 

the  long  and  short  haul  clause,  74. 

limited  jurisdiction  over  rates,  75. 

lack  of  power  over  through  rates,  76. 

the  occasion  for  radical  changes,  77. 

2.  The  atrengihening  of  the  Commission. 

The  Hepburn  Act  of  1906,  78. 
effect  of  these  amendments,  79. 
occasion  for  the  Act,  80. 
installation  of  private  switches,  81. 
regulation  of  private  facilities,  82. 
power  to  fix  maximum  rates,  83. 
ordering  through  routes  and  rates,  84. 
the  problem  of  the  industrial  railways,  85. 
8.  The  elaboration  of  Us  powers. 
The  Mann  Act  of  1910,  86. 
the  new  long  and  short  haul  clause,  87. 
establishment  of  through  routes,  88. 
suspension  of  rate  advances,  89. 
the  Hadley  Commission,  90. 
the  Commerce  Court,  91. 
The  Panama  Act,  92. 
The  Valuation  Act,  93. 
The  Clayton  Act,  982. 
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INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  ACTS— Con/tnucd 
4.  Recent  dwim4m8  d^mng  jvrMiclion, 
the  Abilene  Oil  case,  94. 
the  Proctor  Gamble  case,  95. 
the  Williamette  Valley  case,  96. 
the  Lemon  Rates  case,  97. 
the  Baltimore  k,  Ohio  Southwestern  case,  98. 
the  Minnesota  Rate  case,  99. 
the  Shreveport  case,  100. 
the  Intermountain  case,  101. 
the  Pipe  Line  case,  102. 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION, 

1.  Boms  of  Commission  regulation. 

regulation  of  rates  by  the  State,  992. 
ways  in  which  power  is  exercised,  993. 
power  to  pass  on  reasonableness,  994. 
fixing  rates  by  Commission,  996. 
nature  of  their  powers,  997. 
delegation  of  rate-making  power,  998. 
nature  of  the  Commission,  1000. 
functions  of  the  Commission,  1001. 

2.  Administrative  JuncHone  of  the  CommiseUm. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  1030. 

basb  of  its  powers,  1002. 

limitations  upon  its  jurisdiction,  1003. 

extent  of  its  supervision,  1004. 

visitorial  powers  in  general,  1105. 

what  supervision  implies,  1006. 

status  of  the  Coounission,  1007. 

due  process  of  administration,  1020. 

jealous  protection  of  substantial  rights,  1021. 

3.  AtUharUy  to  inoestigate  conditions, 

investigation  by  the  Commission,  1008. 
limitation  of  its  scope,  1009. 
investigation  by  federal  Conmiission,  1010. 
extent  of  its  powers,  1010. 
investigation  by  the  Commission,  1016. 
investigation  of  new  tariff,  1017. 
investigation  by  order  of  Congress,  1018. 
procedure  upon  such  investigation,  1019. 

4.  Power  to  order  changes, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  1070. 

power  to  fix  rates  originally  denied,  1032. 

powers  established  by  later  amendments,  1034. 

orders  of  the  Commission,  1031. 

no  disturbance  of  reasonable  rates,  1035. 

basis  of  fixing  reasonable  rates,  1036. 
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INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  COMMISSION— Con/inticd 
jurisdictional  limitations  upon  rate  revision,  1037. 
how  the  Commission  views  its  function,  1039. 
working  ¥nthin  legal  bounds,  1038. 

5.  Reparation  for  past  exactions. 

reparation  in  connection  with  relief,  1041. 

conditions  of  granting  reparation,  1104. 

concurrent  jurisdiction  over  relief,  1042. 

attitude  of  the  courts,  1043. 

no  reparation  for  misquoted  rate,  1053. 

liability  in  quoting  rates,  1054. 

effect  of  misquoted  rate,  1049. 

recovery  based  upon  published  rate,  1048. 

6.  Extent  of  its  jurisdiction, 

things  outside  Commission  jurisdiction,  1044. 

limitations  upon  its  powers,  1045. 

basis  of  Conmiission  jurisdiction,  1046. 

extent  of  its  powers,  1047. 

recovery  of  scheduled  rate,  1050. 

State  courts  deprived  of  jurisdiction,  1051. 

scheduled  rates  conclusive  in  the  courts,  1052. 

nature  of  the  rate,  1040. 

limitations  of  this  policy,  1055. 

INTERVENTION, 

See  Procedure  before  the  Commission. 

INVESTIGATIONS, 

power  to  investigate  rates,  991. 

all  reports  of  investigations,  1031. 

investigating,  and  reporting  thereon,  1000. 

visitorial  powers  in  general,  1005. 

may  require  reports  of  the  whole,  1005. 

power  to  prescribe  rules,  1005. 

not  of  management  and  control,  1005. 

what  supervision  implies,  1006. 

investigation  by  the  Commission,  1008. 

may  enforce  production  of  books,  1008. 

investigating  supposed  violations  of  Act,  1008. 

limitation  of  its  scope,  1009. 

investigation  by  the  Commission,  1010. 

right  to  investigate  the  issues,  1014. 

inquiries  within  the  scope,  1014. 

summoning  witnesses  in  general  investigations,  1015. 

witnesses  should  not  be  required  to  answer,  1015. 

general  investigations  and  quasi-judicial  distinguished,  1015. 

investigation  by  the  Commission  on  its  own  motion,  1016. 

investigation  as  a  result  of  filing  new  tariff,  1017. 
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INVESTIGATION&— CoiUinuerf 

investigation  by  order  of  Congress,  1018. 
procedure  upon  such  investigation,  1019. 


JOINT  RATES, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  860. 

1.  Re^isites  (u  to  through  rates, 

joint  rates  must  be  reasonable,  872. 

limitations  upon  joint  rates,  873. 

nature  of  a  joint  rate,  874. 

joint  rate  lower  than  combination,  875. 

concurrence  of  carriers  concerned,  876. 

share  of  separate  carrier  as  evidence,  877. 

through  rate  although  transit  is  broken,  878. 

policing  of  transit  privileges,  879. 

proportional  rates,  880. 

export  rates,  881. 

liability  of  all  carriers  participating,  1096. 

2.  Filing  ofjcint  tariffs. 

meaning  of  joint  tariff,  836. 

through  rate,  without  the  consent,  836. 

not  matters  of  private  agreement,  842. 

carrier  cannot  be  bound  by  other's  tariffs,  842. 

making  and  filing  jointly,  837. 

joint  tariff  for  all,  837. 

what  particulars  must  be  published,  838. 

tariff  naming  rates  through,  838. 

naming  all  the  participating  roads,  838. 

roads  have  not  filed  a  tariff,  837. 

can  be  but  one  legal  rate,  839. 

parties  liable  to  prosecution,  843. 

3.  ComptUation  of  combincUion  rate. 

lawful  combination  of  rates,  836. 
aggregate  local  rates  between  points,  836. 
if  there  is  no  joint  tariff,  818. 
where  there  are  two  rates,  837. 
rates  based  upon  combinations,  839. 
a  combination  of  separate  rates,  839. 
what  combinations  are  justified,  840. 
factor  in  a  combination  not  on  file,  840. 
whether  export  rates  must  be  filed,  841. 
what  export  rates  must  be  filed,  841. 
divisions  and  proportional  rates,  842. 
where  there  is  a  proportional  rate,  842. 

4.  Compideory  joint  through  rating. 

through  arrangements  not  obligatory,  887. 
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JOINT  RATES— Continued 

carrier  might  formerly  select  route,  888. 
jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  892. 
discretion  in  its  exercise,  893. 
limitations  upon  the  Commission,  894. 
the  policies  involved  therein,  895. 
protection  from  short  hauling,  896. 
what  routes  considered  circuitous,  897. 
power  of  the  Conmiission  to  fix  divisions,  898. 
how  divisions  are  determined,  899. 
theories  of  basing  divisions,  900. 
constructive  mileage,  901. 

See  Connecting  Carriage,  Schedules  of  Rates. 

JUDICIAL  POWER, 

See  Constitutional  Law. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COMMISSION, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  1070. 

1.  Dismissal  for  lack  of  jurisdiction, 

raising  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  1075. 

dismissal  for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  1075. 

not  conferred  by  stipulation,  1075. 

unless  jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  1075. 

no  power  to  manage  the  business,  1002. 

limitations  upon  its  jurisdiction,  1003. 

no  orders  concerning  the  grade  of  service,  1003. 

extent  of  its  supervision,  1004. 

no  authority  to  enforce  State  laws,  1004. 

no  enforcement  of  the  commodities  clause,  1004. 

extends  only  to  public  relations,  1004. 

not  all  transportation  by  railroad,  1011. 

not  private  rights  and  wrongs,  1011. 

actions  in  tort  or  contract,  1011. 

wholly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  1011. 

no  suits  to  recover  damages  for  delay,  1013. 

only  with  regard  to  impropriety  in  rates,  1013. 

2.  Extent  of  Commission  jurisdiction. 

things  outside  Commission  jurisdiction,  1044. 

only  liabilities  under  the  Act,  1044. 

duties  carrier  owes  to  its  patrons,  1046. 

not  solely  upon  a  contractual  relation,  1044. 

not  n^igent  injuries  or  consequential  damages,  1045. 

limitations  upon  its  powers,  1045. 

not  of  conversion  for  withholding  delivery,  1045. 

basis  of  Commission  jurisdiction,  1046. 

no  jurisdiction  generally  to  adjudicate,  1046. 

cannot  determine  the  validity  or  legality  generally,  1046. 
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JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COMMISSION— Con/tnued 
extent  of  its  powers,  1047. 
equity  to  enforce  performance,  1047. 
payment  of  damage  claims,  1047. 
cannot  allow  set-off,  1047. 
no  authority  to  assess  costs,  1058. 
negligence  not  constituting  a  breach,  1058. 
concurrent  jurisdiction  over  relief,  1042. 
attitude  of  the  courts,  1043. 

See  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

JURISDICTION  OF  THE  COURTS, 

1.  The  right  to  a  judicial  determination, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  1130. 

course  of  procedure,  1131. 

functions  of  the  Commission,  1 134. 

when  preliminary  action  by  the  Commission  is  necessary,  1135. 

the  right  of  appeal  from  the  Commission  to  the  courts,  1137. 

jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts,  1138. 

2.  Grounds  of  invalidity  of  Cammiseion  action. 

action  made  an  unconstitutional  statute,  1140. 

action  not  within  the  statute,  1141. 

action  in  violation  of  constitutional  guaranties,  1142. 

action  after  an  inadequate  hearing,  1143. 

action  upon  mistaken  conclusions  of  law,  1145. 

action  contrary  to  evidence,  1146. 

action  of  an  arbitraiy  or  unreasonable  nature,  1 147. 

3.  Procedure  for  determining  the  validity  of  Commission  action, 

necessary  and  proper  parties  in  enforcement  suits,  1154. 
findings  of  the  Commission  as  evidence,  1155. 
temporary  restraining  order,  1148. 
preliminary  injunction,  1149. 
perpetual  injunction,  1150. 
sufficiency  of  averments,  1152. 

4.  Reparation  proceedings  and  other  enforcement  suits, 

judicial  process  in  aid  of  proceedings  before  the  Commission,  1157. 
recovery  on  a  reparation  order,  1163. 
venue  of  enforcement  suits,  1154. 
Commission's  award  as  evidence,  1164. 
judicial  process  as  aid,  1157. 

See  CoNSTiTDTioNAL  Law. 


LATERAL  BRANCHES, 
main  track,  190. 
unlawful  advantages,  194. 
line  haul,  196. 
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LATERAL  BRANCHES— Continued 
shipper  owning  a  tap  line,  197. 
out  of  line  haul,  589. 

See  Faciuties. 
LEGISLATIVE  POWER, 

See  Constitutional  Law. 

LENGTH  OF  CARRIAGE, 

See  Rate  Structure. 
LIEN, 

See  Demurrage. 
LIGHTERAGE. 

lighterage  zone  for  free  lightering,  178. 
lighterage  by  independent  companies,  178. 

See  Allowances. 

LIMITATION  OF  LIABILITY, 

See  Bill  op  Lading. 
LOANS, 

See  Operating  Expenses,  Accounts. 

LOCAL  DISCRIMINATION, 

See  Discrimination,  Local. 
LOCAL  RATES, 

See  Rate  Structure,  Discriminations,  Local. 

LONG  AND  SHORT  HAUL, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  750. 
long  and  short  haul  at  common  law,  780. 
legal  justification  of  lower  long-haul  rate,  781. 
if  competition  is  met,  781. 
proportion  of  the  fixed  charges,  781. 
statutory  rules  for  long  and  short-haul  rates,  782. 
the  original  Fourth  Section,  74. 
the  Fourth  Section  Amendment  of  1910,  783. 
rigid  long-and-short-haul  section,  784. 
long  haul  must  not  be  unreasonably  low,  784. 
principles  governing  deviation  from  the  section,  788. 
discretion  of  the  Conunission,  789. 

M 

MAINTENANCE  OF  WAY, 

See  Construction. 
MANN  ACT, 

See  History  op  Statutory  Regulation. 

MANUFACTURERS, 

See  Discrimination,  Personal. 

MEDLGVAL  SYSTEM, 

See  History  op  Common  L.\w. 
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MILEAGE, 

See  Rate  Structurb. 
MILEAGE  TICKETS, 

See  Passengers. 
MILLING  IN  TRANSIT, 

See  Transit  Privileges. 

MINIMUM  CARLOAD, 

See  Carload. 
MINIMUM  RATE, 

See  Rate  Structure. 
MIXED  CARLOADS, 

See  Carloads. 

N 
See  Operating  EIxpenses. 

See  Telegraph. 

O 
OFFICIALS, 

See  Operating  Expenses. 

OPERATING  EXPENSES, 

provisionB  of  the  Act,  340,  950. 

1.  Cost  of  perf arming  service. 

real  cost  of  operation,  341. 
cost  of  rendering  service,  342. 
net  earnings  in  general,  343. 
salaries  paid  to  officials,  344. 
cost  of  supplies,  345. 
unreasonable  expenditures,  346. 
improvident  arrangements,  347. 
estimating  labor  cost,  348. 
scientific  management,  349. 
loans,  350. 
taxes,  351. 

2.  Expenditures  an  (he  plant, 

expense  of  equipment  and  maintenance,  352. 

cost  of  rolling  stock,  353. 

losses  by  accident,  354. 

betterments  considered  maintenance,  355. 

improvement  of  existing  plant,  356. 

replacement  considered  as  repair,  357. 

permanent  improvements  should  not  be  annual  charge,  358. 

new  construction  should  be  oharged  to  ci^ital,  359. 
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OPERATING  EXPENSES— Con/tnucd 

new  construction  not  an  operating  expense,  360 
betterment  out  of  income,  361. 

See  Accounts. 
ORDER, 

See  Procedure. 
ORIGINAL  COST, 

See  Capitalization. 

P 
PANAMA  ACT, 

See  History  of  Statutory  Regulation,  Poouno. 

PARI  DELICTI, 

See  Procedure 
PARLOR  CARS, 

parlor-car  service,  168. 

drawing-room  cars,  168. 

PARTIES, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  1070,  1071. 

1.  Proper  complainants. 

person  aggrieved  should  complain,  1086. 

interest  in  his  own  right,  1086. 

requisites  in  this  regard,  1087. 

party  at  whose  instance,  1087. 

regardless  of  his  standing,  1087. 

complaint  by  an  Sjssociation,  1088. 

voluntary  improvement  association,  1088. 

iminoorporated  association,  1088. 

freight  bureau,  1088. 

producers'  association,  1088. 

board  of  trade,  1089. 

members  representing  such  associations,  1089. 

State  Railroad  Conmiission,  1090. 

intervening  parties,  1091. 

cross-complaint,  1091. 

when  interveners  denied  reparation,  1091. 

2.  Proper  respondents. 

proper  parties  not  made  defendants,  1092. 

company  not  made  a  party,  1092. 

necessary  parties  defendant,  1093. 

all  carriers  whose  appearance  is  necessary,  1093. 

who  are  parties  in  interest,  1094. 

defendants  must  have  an  interest,  1095. 

one  of  several  joint  parties,  1096. 

liabilities  in  through  carriage,  1097. 

liability  is  joint  and  several,  1097. 

See  Pbogedubb. 
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PASSES, 

public  wrong  in  giving  free  passes,  636. 
free  carriage  of  certain  persons,  630. 
passes  prima  facie  discrimination,  637. 
reductions  for  certain  classes,  638. 
Act  contains  an  elaborate  list,  639. 
passes  under  the  old  regime,  639. 
persons  destitute  and  homeless,  639. 
charitable  and  religious  piuposes,  642 
its  officers  and  its  agents,  643. 
their  families  only  in  so  far,  642. 
passes  for  valuable  consideration,  652. 
denial  of  free  transportation,  708. 

See  Discrimination,  Personal. 

PASSENGER  CARRIAGE, 

passenger  transportation  under  the  Act,  164. 

passenger  fares  generally  on  mileage  basis,  591. 

normal  passenger  mile-revenue,  689. 

special  kinds  of  passenger  transportation,  689. 

reductions  to  groups  of  passengers,  688. 

what  is  "party  rate,"  688. 

issue  of  mileage  tickets,  727. 

granting  of  excursion  rates,  715. 

rates  for  strip  tickets,  727. 

special  rates  for  limited  tickets,  727. 

establishing  of  commutation  fares,  597. 

not  discriminatory  in  themselves,  597. 

PERCENTAGE  OF  RETURN, 

1.  Establishment  of  the  doctrine. 

elements  in  determining  a  fair  return,  301. 

rates  fixed  must  not  produce  a  deficit,  303. 

adequate  return  must  be  left,  304.  i 

reasonable  return  must  be  left,  305. 

reasonableness  of  return  a  judicial  question,  306. 

reasonable  profit  upon  each  transaction,  307.  j 

jurisdiction  of  the  Commission,  308.  | 

status  of  the  companies  affected,  309. 

2.  FaiT  rate  of  return.  I 

interest  upon  bonds  protected,  310. 

rates  at  which  governments  can  borrow  no  criterion,  311.  | 

prevailing  rate  of  interest  allowed,  312. 

what  are  reasonable  dividends,  313.  | 

current  rate  of  return,  314. 

fair  rate  of  return,  315. 

current  rate  the  standard,  316. 

reasonable  profits  sufficiently  safe,  317. 
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PERCENTAGE  OF  RETURN— Ccm/tnued 

rate  of  return  upon  inveBtments  in  general,  318. 
public  service  has  its  peculiar  risks,  319. 

3.  Policiea  respecting  return  allowed, 

general  policy  for  allowing  a  fair  return,  320. 
no  right  to  raise  rates  in  prosperous  times,  321. 
commercial  conditions  affecting  dividends,  322. 
how  interest  payable  is  considered,  324. 
more  than  current  rates  of  interest,  323. 
profits  divided  not  operating  expense,  325. 
consolidation  of  interest  and  dividoid,  326. 
reductions  ruinous  only  to  certain  companies,  327. 
creating  a  fund  for  pa3rment  of  uniform  dividends,  328. 
greater  profit  for  better  service,  329. 

4.  Character  qf  the  enterprise, 

larger  returns  in  risky  enterprises,  330. 
hasards  of  the  business  considered,  331. 
whether  uniform  return  upon  all  property,  332. 
rate  of  interest  dependent  upon  safety,  333. 
risk  by  reason  of  depreciated  security,  334. 
rate  of  return  dependent  upon  locality,  335. 
investment  in  public  service,  335. 
present  tendencies  in  regulation,  337. 

PERMANENT  IMPROVEMENTS, 

See  Bbttermentb,  Constbuction. 
PIPE  LINES, 

pipe  lines  under  the  Act,  78. 

pipe  lines  subject  to  the  Conmiission,  170. 

the  Pipe  Line  case,  102. 

discussion  thereof,  189. 

PLANT  FACILITIES, 

plant  facility  cannot  have  allowance,  195. 
railways  nothing  more  than  facilities,  194. 


PLEADINGS, 
POLICE  POWER, 


See  Procedure. 
See  CoNSTrrunoNAX  Law. 


POOLING, 

restraint  of  trade  at  common  law,  978. 
certain  decisions  support  pooling,  979. 
pooling  forbidden  by  the  Commerce  Act,  980. 
meaning  of  the  Sherman  Act,  981. 
extent  of  the  Cla3rton  Act,  982. 
provisions  of  the  Panama  Act,  983. 
examples  of  pooling  arrangements,  984. 
certain  agreements  held  valid,  985. 

[  1192 ) 


Index 

IRefec«BC6s  are  to  lectioMl 

PREFERENCE, 

See  Discrimination. 

PREFERENTIAL  RATES, 

See  Discrimination,  Local. 
PRESENT  VALUE, 

See  Capitalization;  Valuation. 

PRESS  OF  BUSINESS, 


PRESUMPTIONS, 
PRIORITIES, 
PRIORITY, 
PRIVATE  CARS, 


See  Faciuties. 
See  EviDENCB. 
See  Facilities. 
See  Discrimination 
See  Facilities 


PROCEDURE, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  1070, 1071. 

1.  Proceedings  before  the  Commieeion. 

conduct  of  the  proceedings,  1011. 
procedure  in  regular  course,  1072. 
scope  of  the  proceedings  enlarged,  1073. 
course  of  the  pleadings,  1074. 
raising  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  1075. 
individual  rate  during  general  inquiry,  1076. 
statement  of  the  wrong,  1077. 
sufficiency  of  the  complaint,  1078. 
answers  in  defense,  1079.  . 
amendment  to  complaint,  1080. 
responsiveness  to  pleadings,  1081.        . 
application  for  relief,  1082. 
informal  complaint,  1083. 

2.  Parties  to  the  proceedings. 

person  interested  as  complainant,  1066. 

complaint  by  an  association,  1088. 

intervening  parties,  1091. 

proper  parties  defendant,  1092. 

necessary  parties  defendant,  1093. 

who  are  parties  in  interest,  1094. 

defendants  must  have  an  interest,  1095. 

one  of  several  joint  parties,  1096. 

who  entitled  to  reparation,  1098. 

as  between  consignor  and  consignee,  1099. 

complainant  not  coming  with  clean  hands,  1064. 

3.  Order  of  procedure,  ^ 

default  for  failure  to  proceed,  1100. 
dismissal  of  the  complainant,  1101. 
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PROCEDURE— Contfnticd 

stay  of  proceedings,  11Q2. 
satisfaction  of  complaint,  1103. 
scrutiny  of  reparation  agreements,  1105. 
parties  given  opportunity  to  be  heard,  1106. 
hearing  duly  notified  indispensable,  1107. 
requisites  as  to  hearings,  1108. 
course  of  the  proceedings,  1109. 
limitation  of  actions,  1110. 
dismissal  when  order  unneceasaiy,  1111. 
4.  Findings  of  the  Commiasion, 
award  of  r^>aration,  1056. 
bases  of  reparation,  1057. 
extent  of  the  jurisdiction,  1058.  ^ 

damages  to  business  generally,  1059. 
how  far  party  may  reopen  case,  1061. 
finding  does  not  work  an  estoppel,  1062. 
the  two-year  rule,  1063. 
reopening  a  case  for  rehearing,  1065. 

PROCEDURE  BEFORE  THE  COURTS, 

1.  Basis  of  recourse  to  the  courts, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  1130. 

course  of  procedure,  1131. 

functions  of  the  Commission,  1132. 

when  preliminary  action  by  the  Commission  is  necessar}',  1135. 

the  right  of  appeal  from  the  Commission  to  the  courts,  1137. 

jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts,  1138. 

2.  Grounds  for  invalidaHng  Commission  action. 

action  under  an  unconstitutional  statute,  1140. 

action  not  within  the  statute,  1141. 

action  in  violation  of  constitutional  guarantees,  1142. 

action  after  an  inadequate  hearing,  1143. 

action  upon  mistaken  conclusions  of  law,  1 145. 

action  contrary  to  evidence,  1146. 

action  of  an  arbitrary  or  unreasonable  nature,  1147. 

3.  Procedure  for  determining  its  validity. 

necessary  and  proper  parties  in  enforcement  suits,  115^ . 
findings  of  the  Commission  as  evidence,  1 146. 
temporary  restraining  order,  1148. 
preliminary  injunction,  1150. 
perpetual  injunction,  1151. 
sufficiency  of  averments,  1153. 

4.  Reparation  proceedings  and  enforcement  suits. 

recovery  on  a  reparation  order,  1163. 

judicial  process  in  aid  of  proceedings  before  the  Commission,  1156. 

necessary  parties,  1153. 

necessary  averments,  1152. 
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PROCEDURE  BEFORE  THE  COURTS— Con/tnucrf 
venue  of  enforcement  suits,  1154. 
commissions  award  as  evidence,  1155. 

PRODUCTION  OF  BOOKS, 

See  Procedure. 
PROPORTIONAL  RATES, 

See  Foreign  Commerce. 

PRO  RATING, 

See  Divisions. 

PUBLIC  DUTY, 

1.  PvbUc  cbligatian, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  910. 

public  obligation  the  fundamental  principle,  196. 

nature  of  the  public  duty,  199. 

limitations  upon  the  profession,  200. 

public  duty  the  basis,  201. 

extent  of  Uie  carrier's  route,  202. 

scope  of  the  service,  203. 

profession  limited  to  car  service,  206. 

carriage  of  rolling  stock,  205. 

forwarders  of  shipments,  206. 

special  trains,  207. 

dependent  service,  209. 

nature  of  public  profession,  186. 

extent  of  the  power  of  regulation,  169. 

2.  Public  service. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  160. 
who  are  common  carriers,  186. 
commitment  to  public  service,  187. 
provisions  of  the  Act,  910. 
general  obligation  to  serve  all,  912. 
extent  of  federal  supervision,  913. 
rulings  of  the  Commission,  914. 
equality  of  service  insisted  upon,  915. 
scope  of  present  jurisdiction,  916. 
freight  embargo  as  an  excuse,  917. 
carriers  discriminating  against  its  rivals,  918. 
railroad  cutting  its  own  rates  for  itself,  919. 

PUBLIC  EMPLOYMENT, 
1.  Nature  of  public  duty, 

public  service  voluntarily  assumed,  199. 
public  duty  which  results,  199. 
aflBrmative  duty  to  serve,  199. 
status  which  one  is  under,  199. 
what  the  profession  covers,  200. 
extent  of  the  public  duty,  200. 
public  duty  the  basis,  201. 
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PUBLIC  EMPLOYMENT— Con/iniied 

fundamental  duty  in  public  employment,  201. 
carrier  to  serve  the  public  prop^ly,  201. 
carrier  to  serve  all  who  apply,  201. 
2.  Extent  of  public  profession. 

extent  of  the  carrier's  route,  202. 
points  off  his  line,  202. 
transportation  over  its  own  route,  202. 
need  not  send  cars  to  fetch  freight,  202. 
scope  of  the  service,  203. 
all  freight  similar  in  character,  203. 
profession  limited  to  car  service,  206. 
forwarders  offering  consolidated  shipments,  208. 
the  problem  of  dependent  service,  209. 
present  state  of  the  public  service  law,  39. 
public  has  an  interest,  189. 

PUBLIC  POLICY, 

See  Rate  Policies. 
PUBLIC  PROFESSION, 

See  Common  Carriers. 
PUBLIC  UTILITIES, 

public  callings  and  private  business,  1. 

duty  to  serve  all,  1. 

nature  of  public  utilities,  34. 

the  public  services  of  the  present  day,  22. 

the  effect  of  natural  monopoly,  23. 

difficulty  of  distribution  as  a  factor,  24. 

scarcity  of  advantageous  sites,  25. 

limitation  of  available  time,  26. 

the  public  services  a  necessity,  27. 

service  on  a  large  scale,  30. 

character  of  the  product,  24. 

1.  What  are  public  services. 

PURCHASE, 

See  Valuation. 


Q 
QUASI-JUDICIAL  POWER, 

See  Interstate  Coboobrcb  ComiiaBfON. 

R 
RAILROADS, 

the  coming  of  the  railways,  15. 
beginnings  of  railroads,  51. 
first  railway  charters,  19. 
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RAILROADS— <7ana>iu€d 

oarriers  by  railroad  under  the  Act,  71. 

railroads  subject  to  the  Commission,  162. 

public  railroads,  190. 

private  railroads,  191. 

conduct  of  a  modem  railroad,  933. 

RATE  (X)MPARISONS, 

1.  Rates  reasonable  in  thetnselves. 

carrier  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation,  442. 

general  principles  as  to  reasonableness,  443. 

customary  rate  presumably  reasonable,  444. 

rates  unreasonable  in  themselves,  445. 

what  makes  rates  unreasonable,  446. 

current  rates  for  other  transportation,  447. 

comparison  with  other  rates,  448. 

evidence  inadmissible  unless  conditions  are  similar,  449. 

comparison  of  rates  between  different  localities,  450. 

usual  rates  govern  passenger  fares,  451. 

2.  Factors  modifying  respective  cost. 

cost  of  service  insufficient  in  itself,  402. 

special  conditions  affecting  cost,  403. 

amount  of  service  asked  as  a  factor,  404. 

effect  of  low  average  haul,  405. 

local  business  peculiarly  expensive,  406. 

circumstances  of  particular  service,  407. 

divisions  in  sparsely  populated  territory,  406. 

cost  of  handling  business,  409. 

cost  of  service  for  different  systems,  413. 

difference  in  transportation  conditions,  414n. 

3.  Proper  distribiUion  of  costs. 

cost  of  service  estimated,  415. 

conditions  affecting  transportation  costs,  419. 

costs  of  special  service,  418. 

law  of  decreasing  costs,  412. 

distance  as  a  factor,  416. 

amount  of  traffic  as  a  factor,  417. 

cost  of  service  for  different  parts,  414. 

conclusion  as  to  proportionate  rate,  421. 

current  theories  as  to  relative  rates,  420. 

4.  Difference  in  rate  between  classes. 

principles  governing  differences  between  classes,  542. 
low-grade  conunodities  at  low  rates,  543. 
high-grade  commodities  not  overcharged,  544. 
proportionate  difference  between  the  classes,  545. 
principles  in  making  conunodity  rates,  546. 
reasonableness  tested  by  comparison,  547. 
sli^t  differences  between  similar  commodities,  548. 
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RATE  COMFARISON^-Conlinued 

discrimination  between  commodities  forbidden,  549. 
difference  between  valuer  justifies  classification,  550. 
relative  differences  between  ratings,  551. 
distribution  of  the  burden  by  classification,  552. 

RATE  POLICIES, 

1.  CompeHHon(uaf<uUormraUinaking. 

suppression  of  competition  by  agreem«it,  789. 

potential  competition,  790. 

competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making,  792. 

competition  as  a  justifica^tion  for  discrimination,  793. 

incidents  of  competition,  794. 

competitive  rates  must  be  compensatory,  796. 

non-competitive  rates  must  be  reasonable,  795. 

suppression  of  competition  by  consolidation,  802. 

carrier  may  refuse  to  make  competitive  rates,  803. 

2.  Rates  dictated  by  competition, 

rates  may  be  made  to  meet  competition,  452. 
competition  as  a  factor  in  rate  making,  453. 
policy  for  permitting  competitive  rates,  454. 
rates  low  enough  to  hold  business,  455. 
reduction  below  a  remunerative  basis,  456. 
standard  rate  among  competing  lines,  457. 
competition  not  a  ground  for  raising  rates,  458. 
absence  of  competition  does  not  justify  increase,  459. 
no  obligation  to  meet  competition,  460. 
competition  in  passenger  fares,  461. 

3.  Rates  designed  to  equalize  advantages. 

operation  of  the  principle  of  equalization,  462. 

limitations  upon  the  Ck)mmission,  463. 

rates  made  from  a  commercial  standpoint,  464. 

rates  shoukl  not  equalize  differences  in  value,  465. 

carriers  not  obliged  to  equalize  disadvantages,  466. 

protection  of  natural  advantage,  467. 

no  right  to  build  artificial  markets,  468. 

no  equalization  of  patrons,  469. 

equalization  of  advantage  as  a  factor,  470. 

passenger  fares  slightly  affected  by  this  principle,  471. 

4.  What  circumstances  justify  preferential  rales. 

creation  of  a  market  by  preferential  rates,  602. 

equalizing  manufactures  in  different  localities,  603. 

how  the  GoDunission  determines  justifiable  discrimination,  799. 

back  freights  may  be  lower  than  outward  freights,  800. 

public  policy  against  all  discrimination,  801. 

substantial  differences  of  condition,  803. 

what  differentials  may  be  allowed,  804. 

reconsignment  arrangements  and  transit  privileges,  805. 
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RATE  POLICIES— Con/inM«i 

no  obligation  to  make  preferential  ratoj),  806. 
such  concessions  forbidden  by  later  cases,  676. 
concessions  to  certain  localities,  679. 

RATE  REASONABLENESS, 

1.  The  achedtUe  taken  ae  a  whole. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  210. 
reasonableness  of  the  schedule  as  a  whole,  220. 
tests  of  the  reasonableness  of  a  schedule,  221. 
many  elements  to  be  taken  into  account,  222. 
relation  of  a  particular  rate  to  a  whole  schedule,  223. 
conclusions  as  to  proportionate  rate,  224. 
company  cannot  make  unreasonable  rates,  225. 
company  cannot  justify  exorbitant  profits,  226. 
special  circumstances  affecting  the  particular  rate,  227. 

2.  Particular  rates  considered  separately. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  340. 
reasonableness  of  the  separate  rates,  228. 
schedule  as  a  whole  may  throw  light,  229. 
bearing  of  tariff  as  a  whole,  230. 
rule  of  proportionality  in  sharing  costs,  231. 
average  cost  always  modified,  232. 
application  of  both  tests  necessary,  233. 
service  not  worth  usual  amount,  234. 
service  of  unusual  value,  235. 

3.  Theories  of  rale  making. 

theories  as  to  rate  making,  381. 
estimating  cost  of  service,  382. 
bases  of  commission  action,  1038. 
how  rates  are  detomined,  1036. 
relative  rates,  420. 
the  value  of  the  service,  420. 
the  cost  of  service,  420. 
weight,  bulk,  and  convenience,  420. 
the  amount  of  the  product,  420. 
general  public  good,  420. 
competition  in  traffic,  420. 
proportionate  rates,  421. 

4.  Testing  rates  by  companion. 

basis  of  reasonable  rates,  1036. 

what  is  economically  desirable  not  the  test,  1036. 

general  principles  as  to  reasonableness,  443. 

carrier  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation,  442. 

significance  of  that  phase  at  conmion  law,  1037. 

nature  of  the  rate,  1040. 

rates  unreasonable  in  themselves,  445. 

revenue  per  ton  per  mile,  595. 
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RATE  REASONABLENESS— Co/i/t^toct/ 
how  rate  system  is  justifiod,  5d8. 
establiflhing  of  proportional  rates,  598. 

RATE  REGULATION, 

1.  Certain  Umitations  fundamental, 

general  principles  governing  reasonableoees,  211. 
rates  must  be  fair  to  the  company  and  to  the  public,  212. 
limitations  within  which  rates  must  be  made,  213. 
unreasonable  regulation  universally  forbidden,  214. 
value  of  the  services  constitutes  minimum,  215. 
interests  of  the  companies  to  be  considered,  216. 
interests  of  the  public  to  be  considered,  217. 
accommodation  of  the  interests  of  both  sought,  218. 
the  complexities  of  the  general  problem,  219. 

2.  Baeea  of  regidaticn. 

constitutional  limitations  upon  Commission  regulation,  236. 
reasonable  rates  not  necessarily  profitable,  237. 
when  fair  net  earnings  left,  238. 
possibility  of  increase  of  business,  239. 
making  rates  compared  with  levying  taxes,  240. 
governmental  regulation  best  for  all  concerned,  241. 
inherent  diiOSculties  of  accommodating  all  tests,  242. 
conflicting  authorities  still  persist,  243. 

3.  Powers  of  the  Commission, 

power  to  pass  upon  rates,  991. 

Ck)nmiission  to  determine  rates,  1030. 

orders  of  the  Ck)mmis8ion,  1031. 

power  to  fix  rates  originally  denied,  1032. 

decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1033. 

powers  established  by  later  amendments,  1034. 

power  under  the  Act  to  fix  maximum  rates,  1034. 

adjustments  to  prevent  discrimination,  1034. 

no  disturbance  of  reasonable  rates,  1035. 

4.  LimitaHons  upon  the  Commission, 

jurisdictional  limitations  upon  rate  revision,  1037. 

extent  that  jurisdiction  has  been  confided,  1039. 

working  within  legal  bounds,  1038. 

conditions  affecting  the  movement  of  traffic,  1038. 

how  the  Commission  now  views  its  function,  1039. 

will  not  dictate  as  to  the  policies,  999,  1039. 

rates  which  are  reasonable  in  themselves,  1039. 

its  function  is  to  administer,  1045. 

only  those  matters  which  affect  rating,  1047. 

cannot  fix  minimum  rates,  1034. 

RATE  STRUCTURE, 
1.  The  unit  of  charge. 

fixing  the  particular  rate,  561. 
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RATE  STRUCnVR^— Continued 

characteristics  of  a  rate,  562. 

established  unit  prima  facie  reasonable,  563. 

classification  sheet  not  varied  by  representation,  564. 

methods  of  charging  in  rate  making,  565. 

a  minimum  rate  is  justifiable,  566. 

basis  of  minimum  weights  refund,  567. 

charge  for  excess  over  minimum,  568. 

2.  AddiliofuU  charges  far  special  service. 

general  principles  as  to  additional  charges,  570. 

propriety  of  making  extra  charges,  571. 

freight  should  cover  the  entire  transportation,  572. 

no  separate  charge  for  a  part  of  the  transit,  573. 

charges  for  services  during  transportation,  574. 

services  after  carriage  is  ended,  575. 

storage  charges,  576. 

demurrage  costs,  577. 

terminal  charges  usually  absorbed,  578. 

terminals  regarded  as  connections,  579. 

3.  Distance  rates  and  the  ton^mUe. 

mileage  rate  tends  to  decrease  inversely,  580. 

general  standard  of  comparison  the  ton-mile,  581. 

equal  mileage  rates  impractical,  582. 

rates  in  rough  proportion  to  distance,  583. 

construction  of  distance  rates,  584. 

bases  of  rate  structure,  585. 

different  cost  of  haulage,  586. 

divisions  built  through  a  difficult  territory,  587. 

factors  modifying  distance  rates,  588. 

comparison  of  throu^  rates  and  local  rates,  589. 

carriage  in  opposite  directions,  590. 

4.  Grouping  stations  and  basing  points. 

distances  considered  in  grouping,  593. 
grouping  must  be  reasonable,  594. 
testing  reasonableness  of  grouping,  595. 
uniform  rate  to  a  group  of  stations,  596. 
how  basing  points  are  established,  598. 
whether  basing  points  justified,  599. 
determination  of  base  rate,  600. 
extent  of  power  over  grouping,  601. 

RATE  THEORIES, 

1.  Cost  of  service  as  the  basis. 

method  of  estimating  cost  of  service,  382. 

respect  paid  to  the  cost,  384. 

cost  of  service  the  basic  test,  385. 

costs  considered  in  determining  reasonableness,  386. 

limitation  upon  the  law  of  increasing  returns,  387. 
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RATE  THEORIES— CanUnued 

length  of  haul  as  a  factor,  388. 
volume  of  traffic  as  a  factor,  390. 
increased  volume  of  traffic,  391. 

2.  Method  of  deiermining  particular  costs. 

proper  proportions  of  total  costs,  392. 
apportionment  of  separable  costs,  393. 
basis  of  the  distribution,  395. 
allocation  of  joint  costs,  394. 
basis  of  the  proportion,  396. 
average  rate  per  unit  of  service,  397. 
recognition  of  the  ton-mile  cost  basis,  398. 
ton-mile  cost  basis  not  oppressive,  399. 

3.  Value  as  the  basis. 

rates  based  upon  value,  431. 

what  the  traffic  wiU  bear,  432. 

essential  defects  in  the  principle,  433. 

legal  limitations  peculiarly  necessary,  434. 

value  of  service  to  shipper,  435. 

value  of  the  goods,  436. 

limit  of  value  of  service,  437. 

traffic  will  continue  to  move  at  unfair  rates,  438. 

worth  of  the  service  to  the  owners,  439. 

4.  Comparison  of  these  theories. 

various  theories  as  to  rate  making,  381. 

all  factors  enter  into  a  particular  rate,  569. 

distribution  of  the  burden,  383. 

modification  of  the  principle,  389. 

argument  for  permitting  disproportionate  rate,  400. 

authorities  opposed  to  disproportion,  401. 

full  extent  of  the  doctrine,  411. 

proportionate  rates  alwa3rs  legal,  410. 

REFRIGERATION, 

refrigeration  under  the  Act,  181. 

precooling  if  found  necessary,  181. 

scheduling  of  refrigeration  chaige,  181. 

private  lines  of  refrigeration  cars,  181. 

icing  as  transportation,  82. 

auxiliary  service  as  refrigeration,  574. 

refrigerator  cars,  169. 

refrigerator  equipment,  933. 

See  Allowances. 
REGULATIONS, 

rules  and  r^;ulations,  815. 

cannot  rely  upon  unpublished  practices,  820. 

REHEARING, 

See  Procedure. 
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RENEWALS, 

See  Operatinq  Expenses. 
RE-OPENING, 

See  Procedure. 
REORGANIZATION, 

See  Consolidation. 
REPARATION, 

provisioiifi  of  the  Act,  1030. 

1.  Right  to  reparaiion. 

who  entitled  to  reparation,  lOdS. 
complainant  asking  only  reparation,  1074. 
made  to  the  person  actually  damaged,  1098. 
one  who  has  actually  paid,  1098. 
as  between  consignor  and  consignee,  1099. 
a  consignee  who  paid,  1099. 
consignor  usually  the  substantial  party,  1099. 
consignee  who  has  paid  charges,  1099. 
conditions  of  granting  reparation,  1101. 
awarding  of  damages  not  necessary,  1 104. 
scrutiny  of  reparation  agreements,  1 105. 
when  reparation  will  not  be  awarded,  1110. 
when  cause  of  action  accrues,  1110. 

2.  Award  of  reparation. 

reparation  in  connection  with  relief,  1041. 

reparation  awarded  on  account,  1040. 

integral  part  of  the  system,  1041. 

scrutiny  of  the  transaction,  1048. 

relief  by  awarding  reparation,  1056. 

bases  of  award  by  reparation,  1057. 

reparation  is  divided  in  proportion,  1057. 

extent  of  the  jurisdiction,  1058. 

does  not  cover  suits  for  damages  generally,  1045. 

damages  from  inability  to  compete,  1059. 

damages  from  loss  of  contracts,  1059. 

order  of  the  Ck)mmission  for  payment,  1060. 

reparation  for  improper  charges,  824. 

in  first  instance  a  shipper  must  pay,  824. 

REPLACEMENTS, 

See  Betterments. 
REPORTS, 

what  must  be  reported,  950. 
who  must  make  reports,  952. 

REPRODUCTION  OF  PLANT, 

See  Capitauzation. 

RES  ADJUDICATA, 

See  Procedure. 
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RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE, 

See  Pooling. 
RESTRICTED  RATES, 

See  Discrimination. 
RULES, 

See  Regulations. 

S 
SALARIES, 

See  Operating  Expenses. 

SCHEDULES  OF  RATES, 
provisions  of  the  Act,  810. 

1.  Requirement  of  published  schedules. 

provisions  of  the  Act,  810. 

scope  of  its  policy,  811. 

of  whom  filing  required,  830. 

what  rates  must  be  published,  812. 

requirements  relating  to  filing,  828. 

schedules  working  changes  in  rates,  832. 

effect  of  scheduling  rates,  813. 

published  rates  are  the  sole  guide,  1048. 

no  less  or  different  compensation,  1048. 

terminal  and  transit  charges,  814. 

rules  and  regulations,  815. 

publication  of  schedules,  816. 

posting  in  station,  817. 

posting  distinguished  from  filing,  818. 

2.  Departure  frofn  published  rates. 

consequences  of  failing  to  file,  819. 
any  variation  herefrom  forbidden,  820. 
devices  to  avoid  the  section,  821. 
only  scheduled  rates  legal,  822. 
rate  wars  no  excuse,  823. 
reparation  for  improper  charges,  824. 
conclusive  presumption  of  legality,  829. 
provisions  cannot  have  retroactive  effect,  831. 
invalidity  of  varied  rate,  833. 
effect  of  invalidity  on  contract,  834. 
stipulations  in  bills  of  lading,  835. 
certain  technical  points  discussed,  825. 

3.  Joint  tariffs  and  schedules. 

meaning  of  joint  tariff,  836. 

making  and  filing  jointly,  837. 

what  particulars  must  be  published,  838. 

rates  based  upon  combinations,  839. 

what  combinations  are  justified,  840. 

whether  export  rates  must  be  filed,  841. 
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SCHEDULES  OF  RATES— Continued 

divimons  and  proportional  rates,  842. 
parties  liable  to  prosecution,  843. 
criminal  liability  for  violation,  826. 
essentials  of  the  crime,  827. 
4.  Form  of  schedules  required. 
clearness  of  statement,  844. 
necessary  fullness  of  statement,  845. 
methods  of  stating  rates,  846. 
requirement  of  the  Commission,  847. 
consequences  of  indefinite  tariffs,  848. 
all  pertinent  conditions  requisite,  849. 
rules  for  construing  schedules,  850. 
specific  ratings  overrule  general,  851. 
effect  of  misquoted  rate,  1049. 
recovery  of  scheduled  rates,  1050. 
State  courts  deprived  of  jurisdiction,  1051. 
scheduled  rates  conclusive  in  all  courts,  1052. 
departure  from  publishing  rate,  628. 
sanctity  of  the  scheduled  rate,  629. 

SCIENTIFIC  MANAGEMENT, 

See  Operating  Expenses. 
SHERMAN  ACT, 

See  Pooling. 
SHIPPER, 

See  Parties. 
SIDINGS, 

See  Spurs. 
SINKING  FUND, 

payment  into,  368, 

See  Depreciation. 
SLEEPING  CARS, 

sleeping  cars  under  the  Act,  167. 
sleeping  car  not  common  carrier,  78. 
provision  of  sleeping  cars,  167. 
arrangements  for  sleeping  car,  167. 

SPUR  TRACKS, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  910. 

spur  track,  196. 

private  spurs,  190. 

industrial  spur,  196. 

private  siding,  190. 

spurs  within  the  Act,  160. 

connection  by  spur  tracks,  92. 

service  at  private  sidings,  924. 

installing  switches  now  under  the  Act,  925. 

according  a  terminal  switch,  177. 
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SPUR  TRACKB—Conlinued 

basis  for  ordering  switch  connection,  d26. 
spur  track  for  a  private  customer,  925. 

STATE  COMMISSIONS, 

See  H18TDRY  OF  Statutory  Regulation. 
STATIONS, 

See  Facilities. 
STATUTES, 

See  H18TOBY  OP  Statutory  Regulation. 

STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS, 

See  Procedure. 
STEAMBOATS, 

See  Water  Carriers. 
STOCKS, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  250. 

stock  issued  in  lieu  of  cash,  270. 

market  value  of  stock,  266. 

stock  issues  often  deceptive,  264. 

nominal  capitalization,  263. 

capitalization  outstanding,  262. 

basis  of  issuing  stocks,  250. 

STOCKYARDS, 

delivery  at  a  private  stockyard,  192. 
charged  yardage  for  the  service,  578. 
arrangements  with  stockyards,  923. 
carriers  may  divide  their  rates,  579. 

STORAGE, 

storage  under  the  Act,  183. 
independent  storage  of  commodities,  183. 
charges  must  be  scheduled,  811. 
storage  charges,  576. 
usual  price  for  warehousing,  576. 

STREET  RAILWAYS, 

street  railways  not  under  Act,  165. 

interurban  lines  under  the  Act,  165. 

electric  railway  that  does  not  transport  freight,  165. 

those  that  use  steam,  165. 

SUSPENSION  OF  RATE  ADVANCES, 
history  of  the  power,  89. 
burden  to  justify  advances,  1123. 

SWITCHING, 

switching  under  the  Act,  160. 
include  delivery  only  on  a  carrier's  own  rails,  177. 
undertaking  delivery  within  switching  limits,  177. 
foreign  line  switching,  177. 
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SWITCHING— Con/inwerf 

switching  arrangements  with  another,  177. 

switching  movements  over  industrial  tracks,  196. 

limits  of  the  line  carrier,  196. 

connecting  lines,  915. 

switching  allowances,  85. 

reciprocal  switching,  822. 

switching  charge  however  fair,  176. 

See  Facilitibs,  Allowances. 


TANK  CARS, 

tank  car  line,  169. 
tank  cars,  933. 

TAP  LINES, 

branch  line,  190. 

public  branch,  190. 

tap  line,  194. 

arrangements  with  trunk  lines,  193. 

tap  line  or  a  plant  facility,  195. 

TARIFFS, 

See  Schedules. 
TAXES, 

See  Operating  Expenses,  Accountb. 
TELEGRAPH, 

telegraph  a  public  service,  22. 

telegraphing  a  public  calling,  86. 

cable  companies,  161. 

telegraph,  161. 

whether  wire  or  wireless,  171. 

telegraph  lines,  under  the  Act,  171. 

special  rates  for  day,  night,  repeated,  unrepeated,  210. 

message  to  a  connecting  point,  866. 

telegraph  company  receiving  message,  867. 

TELEPHONE, 

telephone  a  public  service,  86. 
the  telephone  a  public  necessity,  172. 
telephone  service  subject  to  the  Act,  172. 
telephone  used  to  deliver,  865. 

TERMINALS, 

terminals  under  the  Act,  176. 

the  terminals  of  a  railroad,  176. 

purpose  of  furnishing  terminal  facilities,  175. 

terminal  part  of  the  system,  175. 

may  voluntarily  open  their  terminals,  176. 
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TERMINALS—CorUinwed 

offering  a  tenninal  service,  176. 

cannot  cloee  any  of  its  trackage,  116. 

protection  of  its  terminals,  029. 

cannot  be  required  to  open,  920. 

distinctions  between  terminal  situations,  886. 

terminal  dharge,  811. 

terminal  services,  589. 

terminal  allowances,  743. 

terminal  usually  included,  578. 

terminals  as  connections,  579. 

"terminal  facilities"  as  defined,  885. 

TESTIMONY, 

See  EviDBNCB. 
THROUGH  ROUTING, 

See  CoNNEcnNo  Carriage,  Joint  Rates. 
TICKETS, 

See  Pabsenobr  Carriage. 
TON-MILE. 

the  ton-mile  cost  basis,  398. 
ton-mUe  basis  is  not  oppressive,  399. 
high  average  ton-mile  revenue,  405. 
ton-mile  cost  basis,  397. 
ton-mile  diminishes  with  haul,  389. 
ton-mile  statistics,  409. 
establishment  of  a  ton-mile  rate,  232. 

See  Cost. 
TRAINLOADS,  . 

whether  different  classification  for,  536. 
whether  lower  rate  for,  725, 

TRANSFER, 

transfer  in  transit,  82. 

common-carrier  transfer,  179. 

granting  free  transfer  service,  177. 

undertaking  delivery  by  wagon,  179. 

allowance  for  cartage  to  one,  179. 

exclusive  arrangements  with  one  concern,  179. 

transfer  company  as  connecting  carrier,  865. 

TRANSIT  PRIVILEGES, 

extent  of  transit  privileges,  742. 
policing  of  transit  privileges,  879. 
certain  transit  privileges  described,  184. 
privilege  of  concentration,  742. 
rates  to  those  who  ship,  744. 
reshipping  at  the  legal  rate,  846. 
reconsignment  in  transit,  805. 
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TRANSIT  PRIVILEGE&-Con«ntted 
reflhipping  rate,  880. 
where  a  transit  privilege,  008. 
bagging  in  transit,  184. 
milling  in  transit,  184. 
compression  service,  742. 
"floating  cotton,"  879. 

TRANSPORTATION  SERVICES, 

See  Interstate  Carbiebb. 

U 
UNDUE  PREFERENCE, 

See  DiSCRIMINATIONB. 

UNION  STATIONS, 

See  Terminals. 
UNJUST  RATES, 

See  Rates. 

UNREASONABLENESS  OF  RATES, 

See  Rates. 

V 
VALUATION, 

provisions  of  the  Act,  250. 
tests  of  the  Supreme  Court,  968. 
inquiries  of  the  Congress,  969. 
investigations  of  the  Commission,  970. 
necessity  for  official  valuations,  971. 
valuation  based  upon  investment,  972. 
present  value  as  the  basis,  973. 
market  values  should  be  considered,  974. 
consideration  given  to  the  entrepreneur,  975. 
details  of  the  present  valuation,  976. 
finality  of  this  valuation,  977. 
unit  prices,  295. 
overhead  charges,  294. 
valuation  of  utilized  realty,  284. 
treatment  of  imearned  increment,  283. 
governmental  valuations,  282. 

See  Capttauzation. 

VALUE  AS  BASIS  OF  RATES, 
rates  based  upon  value,  431. 
''what  the  traffic  will  bear,"  431. 
concessions  to  the  low  grade,  432. 
legal  limitations  peculiarly  necessary,  434. 
value  of  service  to  shipper,  435. 
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VALUE  AS  BASIS  OF  RATES— C<w/wu«rf 
value  of  the  goods  carried,  436. 
graduation  of  rates  scheduled,  436. 
reasonable  relation  to  the  cost,  437. 
worth  of  the  service  to  the  owners,  439. 

See  Rate  Babes. 

W 
WAGES, 

See  Operating  Expenses,  Accountb. 

WATER  CARRIERS, 

steamboats  as  common  carriers,  16. 

combined  rail-and-water  routes,  113. 

rail  and  water  line  under  the  Act,  92. 

water  carriers  not  within  the  Act  unless  so  operated,  71. 

regulation  of  water  lines  as  yet,  163. 

water  business  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction,  163. 

when  steamship  companies  under  the  Act,  163. 

WHARF, 

public  character  of  wharves,  6. 

public  or  private  dock,  178. 

docks  of  a  water  carrier,  92. 

dock  facilities  for  receiving,  175. 

wharves  as  landings,  189. 

wharves  used  in  interstate  commerce,  175. 

rates  apply  via  own  docks,  175. 

WHAT  TRAFFIC  WILL  BEAR, 
what  the  traffic  will  bear,  432. 
essential  defects  in  the  principle,  433. 
traffic  will  continue  to  move  at  unfair  rates,  438. 
argument  for  permitting  disproportionate  rates,  400. 
making  rates  compared  with  levjring  taxes,  240. 
charging  what  the  traffic  will  bear,  243. 

WITNESSES, 

See  EviDBNCB. 
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